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United States Department of the Interior 

Dear Reader: 

Enclosed for your review is the Proposed Resource Management Plan (RMP) and 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Uncompahgre Basin Planning 
Area. The Proposed ReSOUrCe Management Plan, hereinafter referred to as the 
Proposed Plan, is a refinement of the Preferred Alternative in the Draft 
Uncompahgre Basin RMP/EIS, with consideration given to public comment 
analysis, corrections, and rewording for clarification. The Proposed RMP and 
Final EIS is published in an abbreviated format and is designed to be used in 
conjunction with the Draft Uncompahgre Basin RMP/EIS which was released in 
June 1987. 

The Proposed Plan is the Bureau of Land Management’s proposed action. With 
the exception of the recommendations for the Camel Back, Adobe Badlands, and 
Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Areas, all parts of this Proposed Plan may be 
protested in accordance with the pianning regulations, 43 CFR 1610.5-2. 
Protests shall be in writing and sent to the Director (760), Bureau of Land 
Management, Room 909, Premier Building, 1725 I Street, N.W., Washington, 
D.C. 20240, within 30 days of the date of publication of the Notice of 
Availability by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in the Federal 
Register. .-The protest shall include the following information: 

The name, mailing address, telephone number, and interest of the person 
filing the protest. 

A statement of the issue or issues being protested. 

A statement of the part or parts of the plan being protested. 

A copy of all documents addressing the issue or issues that were submitted 
during the planning process by the protesting party, or an indication of 
the date the issue or issues were discussed for the record. 

A concise statement explaining why the proposed decision is believed to be 
wrong. 

At the end of the 30-day protest period, and after the Governor’s consistency 
review, the Proposed Plan, excluding any portions under protest, ‘shall become 
final. Approval shall be withheld on any portion of the Proposed Plan under 
protest until final action has been completed on such protest. The Record of 
Decision and Final Resource Management Plan will then be published. 

Sincerely, 

. 
Alan L. Kesterke 
District Manager 
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SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED PLAN 

This Proposed Resource Management Plan identifies the 
future management of the public lands in the Uncompahgre 
Basin planning area portion of the Uncompahgre Basin 
Resource Area in west-central Colorado. The Proposed Plan 
is a modified version of the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the Draft Uncompahgre Basin Resource Management 
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS), 
June 1987. A summary of the Proposed Plan by affected 
resource or resource use follows. 

AIR QUALITY 

on the remainder of the federal mineral estate (642,392 
acres). 

MINERAL MATERIALS 

Disposal of mineral materials would be allowed on 
‘444,532 acres of public land with federal mineral estate. 
Disposal of mineral materials would be subject to seasonal 
restrictions on 63,174 of these acres, and would require 
review by the agency holding the withdrawal on 9,360 acres. 
Disposal of mineral materials would not be permitted on 
36,493 acres. 

Existing air quality would be maintained. All actions 
would comply with air quality standards and regulations. SOILS AND WATER RESOURCES 

COAL 

Existing coal leases on 26,663 acres would be continued. 
Approximately 83,334 acres of federal coal estate in the 
Paonia/Somerset and Bookcliffs coal areas would be 
identified as acceptable for further coal leasing consideration. 
There are an additional 1,756 acres of federal coal reserves 
under private surface and within the Gunnison National 
Forest boundary. Approximately 920 acres would be 
acceptable for further coal leasing consideration with 
stipulations. 

Water quality and erosion conditions would be 
inventoried and monitored. All actions under the proposed 
plan would comply with water quality standards and 
regulations. Approximately 26,547 acres, including the 
Elephant Skin Wash project, would be intensively managed 
to reduce salinity loads in the Colorado River. Projects and 
special protective measures would be developed. Projects 
designed to reduce runoff, erosion, and sediment on 47,260 
acres could be developed if they would not conflict with 
big game and riparian habitat management, livestock grazing, 
and forest management. 

OIL, GAS, AND GEOTHERMAL RESOURCES RIPARIAN ZONES 

Teasing of federal oil, gas, and geothermal estate would 
be allowed on 484,349 acres with standard lease terms. 
There would be a yearlong no surface occupancy stipulation 
on 9,135 acres, and seasonal stipulations on 176,076 federal 
surface acres and on 16.136 acres of non-federal surface 
where the government holds the oil and gas mineral rights. 
Seasonal stipulations would also apply to seismic activities. 
The Gunnison Gorge WSA (21,038 acres) would be closed 
to leasing. 

Riparian zones on 6,320 acres would be improved through 
implementation of special protective and restorative 
measures. Riparian zones in the remainder of the planning 
area would be maintained in their present condition. 

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

One ACEC, one RNA/ACEC, and one ONA/ACEC 
(a total of 9,055 acres) would be designated to protect 
threatened and endangered plants and unique plant 
associations, and to identify recreation hazards. Measures 
to protect threatened and endangered species would be 
required in plans for all surface-disturbing activities. Habitat 
suitable for bald eagles, peregrine falcons, and river otters 
would be maintained in the Gunnison Gorge area. 

LOCATABLE MINERALS 

Existing withdrawals currently close 59,250 acres to 
mineral entry and location under the mining laws. Under 
the proposed plan, it would be recommended that these 
withdrawals be retained on 9,440 acres, which includes the 
Needle Rock ONA/ACEC, and revoked on 49,890 acres. 
Revocation of the withdrawals would open 49,890 acres 
to mineral entry and location. The Gunnison Gorge WSA, 
the Escalante Canyon ACEC, and the Fairview RNA/ 
ACEC (23,310 acres) would be closed to mineral entry 
and location. Mineral entry and location would be allowed 

WILDLIFE HABITAT 

Approximately 67,320 acres would be intensively 
managed as crucial deer and elk winter range. Big game 
forage allocations would be maintained at present levels. 
A total of 3,292 acres in the Storm King area would be 
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SUMMARY 

intensively managed as elk calving habitat. Approximately 
1,990 acres along the Gunnison River west of Delta would 
be intensively managed and improved for waterfowl habitat. 
Seventy (70) miles of streams would be intensively managed 
to restore and protect aquatic habitats. Habitat in the 
Gunnison Gorge and Camel Back areas would be managed 
for bighorn sheep; disturbances in these areas would be 
minimized. 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

Public lands would be managed as “I” category (336,562), 
“M” category (74,817 acres), and “c” category (39,033 
acres) grazing allotments. Suitable unallotted lands on 26,873 
acres would be considered for grazing use authorizations 
except on areas where wildlife has priority for forage. No 
livestock grazing would be allowed on 5,792 acres. Grazing 
use would be managed at present forage allocation levels. 
Land treatments and project developments would be 
restricted on 151,690 acres. Grazing use would be restricted 
(season of use, percent utilization) on 39,590 acres. 

FORAGE ALLOCATION 

Wildlife. would have priority for allocation of future 
additional forage on 72,342. acres; li,vestock would have 
priority on 186,810 acres. Future additional forage on 
193,612 acres would be divided evenly. between wildlife 
and livestock. No additional forage would be allocated on 
the Adobe Badlands ONA/ACEC. 

FORESTRY 

Commercial forests on 3,127 acres (estimated allowable 
harvest of 160.5 MBF/year) and suitable woodlands on 
24,255 acres (estimated allowable harvest of 1,213 cords/ 
year) would be managed for sustained yield production. 
Seasonal restrictions would apply on 1,606 acres of 
commercial forest lands. 

RECREATION 

The outer portion of the Gunnison Gorge area (40,792 
acres) would be managed for motorized.and non-motorized 
recreation opportunities. Until a decision is made on 
wilderness designation, the Gunnison Gorge WSA would 
be managed for non-motorized recreation and whitewater 
boating opportunities. Boating use would be managed for 
six to ten group encounters per day, with commercial trips 
limited to one per day. 

The Needle Rock area would be managed as an ONA/ 
ACEC. The E&ante Canyon ACEC would be managed 
and developed for recreation use that would not conflict 
with threatened and endangered plants. The Adobe Badlands 

ONA/ACEC would be managed for its scenic qualities and 
for non-motorized recreation opportunities. 

The lower Gunnison River, below the Escalante Bridge, 
would, be managed for boating opportunities. River access 
would be developed and maps and information provided. 
A portion of the adobes north of Delta (8,942 acres) would 
be managed for ORV use. The remainder of the planning 
area would be managed for extensive recreation use. 

OFF-ROAD VEHICLES 

Approximately 224,276 acres would be managed as open 
to ORV use; 38,600 acres would be closed to ORV use. 
Vehicle use would be limited to designated roads and trails 
yearlong on 56,974 acres. There would be seasonal vehicle- 
use limitations on 163,227 acres. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES ’ 

Cultural resources would be protected from surface- 
disturbing activities as required by law. A Class III inventory 
would be conducted on 5,848 acres west of Montrose and 
Olathe. Some identified high-value sites would be assigned 
a long-term protective classification. 

VISUAL RESOURCES 

Visual resources would be managed according to VRM 
guidelines, with 27,901 acres under VRM Class I; 27,384 
acres under VRM Class II; 293,417 acres under VRM Class 
III; and 134,375 acres under VRM Class IV. 

WILDERNESS 
,I’ .; 

;\. 
I 

The Gunnison Gorge WSA (21,038 acres) would be 
recommended as preliminarily suitable for designation as 
wilderness. The Camel Back WSA and Adobe Badlands 
WSA (a total of 20,827 acres) would, be recommended 
as non-suitable for designation as wilderness. : ‘:, 

The Camel Back area would be closed to ORV use and 
managed with emphasis on riparian system, wildlife habitat, 
and livestock grazing management. The major portion of 
the Adobe Badlands area would be managed as an ONA/ 
ACEC; the remainder of this area would be managed as 
wildlife habitat. 

MAJOR UTILITIES 

Public lands on 301,006 acres would be open to 
development of major utility facilities. A total of 82,038 
acres would be closed to utility development. Special 
stipulations and conditions would restrict utility development 
on 100,033 acres. 
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SUMMARY 

LAND TENURE ADJUSTMENTS 

One hundred forty-three (143) tracts of public land 
(totalling 11,026 acres) scattered throughout the planning 
area would be considered suitable for disposal. Non-federal 
lands would be considered for acquisition through exchange 
opportunities if such lands meet established criteria and 
enhance resource management within management units. 

ACCESS 

Public access would be acquired into 16 public land areas. 

FIRE MANAGEMENT 

Public lands totalling 110,252 acres would be managed 
for intensive fire suppression; 202,895 acres would be 
managed for conditional fire suppression. Prescribed tire 
would be permitted on 169,930 acres. 

3 



INTRODUCTION 

This is the Proposed Resource Management Plan (RMP) 
and Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
Uncompahgre Basin Planning Area. The RMP/EIS was 
prepared in accordance with planning regulations issued 
under the authority of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA). Included in this 
document are the public comments on the Draft Uncom- 
pahgre Basin RMP/EIS of June 1987 (Draft RMP/EIS), 
the Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM’s) responses to 
the public comments, the changes and corrections to the 
Draft Uncompahgre Basin RMP/EIS, and the Proposed 
Resource Management Plan. 

The Proposed Resource Management Plan (Proposed 
Plan) identifies the future management of the public lands 
in the Uncompahgre Basin planning area portion of the 
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area in west-central 
Colorado. The planning area encompasses a total of 
approximately 1.38 million acres in the BLM’s Montrose 
District. The BLM has administrative responsibility for the 
public lands and resources on 483,077 surface acres and 
755,923 acres of mineral estate within the planning area. 

The Proposed Plan is very similar to the Preferred 
Alternative that was analyzed in the Draft RMP/EIS. In 
response to public comments and internal BLM review, 
several changes were made to the Preferred Alternative as 
it was developed into the final Proposed Plan. The major 
changes are as follows. 

oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources. Leasing conditions 
for the Escalante Canyon ACEC and the Fairview RNA/ 
ACEC were changed from standard lease terms to leasing 
with no surface occupancy. Leasing conditions for the Adobe 
Badlands ONA/ACEC were changed from standard lease 
terms with a seasonal restriction to leasing with no surface 
occupancy. The changes were based on public comments 
and managements’ concern for protection of the resource 
values within the special management areas. 

In this Proposed Plan, the scope of the oil and gas program 
has been expanded to include an analysis of split-estate 
management for oil and gas resources. Split-estate lands are 
those lands where the surface estate is owned by one entity 
and the mineral estate is owned by another. Throughout 
this document, split-estate will refer to non-federal surface 
with federal oil and gas resources. The decision to broaden 
the scope to include an analysis of split-estate lands was 
based on information resulting from the resolution of the 
BLM’s authority in split-estate leasing precipitated by the 
resolution of protests on several recent BLM RMPs, including 
the Little Snake RMP. 

The authority and legal responsibility of the BLM when 
issuing oil and gas leases on split-estate lands is covered 
under the following statutes: 

Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) 

The BLM recognizes that it does not have the legal 
authority to regulate how a surface owner manages his or 
her property. However, the above statutes give the agency 
the statutory authority and responsibility to take reasonable 
measures to avoid or minimize environmental impacts that 
may result from federally-authorized mineral lease activities. 
This authority exists re.gardless of whether the surface is 
federally-owned or not. 

Locatable Minerals. The Escalante Canyon ACEC and 
the Fairview RNA/ACEC, previously open to mineral entry 
and location, would be withdrawn from entry and location. 
These changes were based on public comments and 
managements’ concern for protection of the resource values 
within the special management areas. 

Mineral Materials. The Adobe Badlands ONA/ACEC, 
previously open for disposal of mineral materials with a 
seasonal (spring) restriction, would be closed to disposal 
of mineral materials. This change was based on the need 
to protect the values within the ONA/ACEC and also 
because mineral materials are readily available elsewhere 
in the planning area. 

RIparIan Areas. Under the Proposed Plan, livestock 
grazing use would not be permitted in riparian zones (within 
Management Unit 9) from March 1 through range readiness. 
The 35 percent utilization restriction would be used as general 
guidance for improvement, but could vary depending on 
the individual area. This change was based on the fact that 
differences in vegetative condition do exist between riparian 
areas. The 35 percent utilization limit would be implemented 
if necessary, but it was felt that substantial improvement 
could be achieved through implementation of other 
strategies, such as changes in the season of use. 

Recreation. Under the Proposed Plan, the five-year period 
during which the BLM would manage use and activities 
in the Storm King Peak area to be compatible with potential 
ski area development would be eliminated. This change was 
based on the importance of the area’s wildlife and timber 
values. 

Off-Road Vehicles. Under the Proposed Plan, the 10,402 
acres within the Camel Back WSA would be closed to 
ORV use. This change was based on the needs to prevent 
accidental destruction of threatened and endangered plants 
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as a result of ORV use; to protect visual qualities, and to’ 
reduce active erosion. 

Special Management Areas. Approximately 6,783 acres 
within the Adobe Badlands WSA would be designated as 
the Adobe Badlands Outstanding Natural Area, an area of 
critical environmental concern (ONAIACEC). This change 
was based on the needs to protect the area’s unique scenic 
qualities and its threatened and endangered plants, and to 
reduce active erosion. 

Land Tenure Adjustments. Approximately 16,398 acres 
previously identified for consideration for disposal have been 
placed in the retention category. This change was based 
on public comments and marragements’ concern that certain 
tracts, especially larger blocks or tracts with public use values, 
be retained in public ownership. 



REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

AVAILABILITY AND REVIEW 

The Draft Uncompahgre Basin RMP/EIS was filed with 
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in July of 1987. 
A notice of availability and an announcement of the public 
hearings schedule was published in the Federal Regkter, 
August 7, 1987, page 29445. This same notice established 
a 90-day public comment period expiring on November 
5, 1987. 

News releases provided information on how to obtain 
copies of the Draft RMP/EIS and Draft Wilderness 
Technical Supplement (WTS), the locations at which the 
drafts could be reviewed, and the address for submission 
of written comments. Additional news releases announced 
the schedules for the formal public hearings which were 
held in Hotchkiss, Colorado, on September 22, 1987; in 
Lakewood, Colorado, on September 24, 1987; and in 
Montrose, Colorado, on September 29, 1987. 

DISTRIBUTION OF THE DRAFT RMP/ 
EIS 

Approximately 800 copies of the Draft RMP/EIS and 
Draft WTS were distributed to federal, state, and local 
governments and agencies, Congressional and Legislative 
offices, private interest groups and organizations, academic 
and business institutions, and individuals. Distribution was 
by use of volume mailing and in response to individual 
requests for the documents. Copies of the documents were 
also available for public review and distribution in the BLM’s 
Montrose District Office and Uncompahgre Basin Resource 
Area Office. 

The cover letter in the Draft RMP/EIS solicited comments 
on both the Draft RMP/EIS and the Draft WTS from 
all recipients and reviewers. 

The distribution list for the Draft RMP/EIS and Draft 
WTS included the following agencies and organizations in 
addition to approximately 500 individuals and businesses. 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 

Department of the Interior 

Bureau of Land Management 
Headquarters Planning Office 
Colorado State Office 

Canon City District Office 

Craig District Office 
Grand Junction District Oftice 
Montrose District Oflice 

Bureau of Mines 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
National Park Service 

Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument 
Minerals, Water, and Air Quality Office 

Department of Agriculture 

Forest Service 
Supervisor’s Office; Grand Mesa-Uncompahgre- 
Gunnison National Forest 

Ouray Ranger District 
Paonia Ranger District 

Soil Conservation Service 
Delta Conservation District 
Shavano Conservation District 

Department of Energy 

Western Area Power Administration 

Other Federal Agencies 

Environmental Protection Agency 
Federal Highway Administration 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

COLORADO STATE AGENCIES 

Department of Agriculture 
Department of Natural Resources 

Division of Parks and Outdoor Recreation 
Division of Wildlife 
Colorado Natural Areas Program 

Mined Land Reclamation Board 
Natural Heritage Inventory 
State Clearinghouse 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
District 10 Regional Planning Commission 

COUNTY GOVERNMENTS AND AGENCIES 

Delta County 

Board of County Commissioners 
Planning Commission 
Plannine Denartment 
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Mqntrose County 

Board of County Commissioners 
Planning Commission 

Ouray County 

Board of County Commissioners 
Land Use Administrator 

Cunnison County 

Board of County Commissioners 
Planning Commission 

Mesa County 

Board of County Commissioners 
Policy and Research Office 

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENTS 

City of Delta 
City of Montrose 
Town of Cedaredge 
Town of Crawford 
Town of Hotchkiss 
Town of Olathe 
Town of Orchard City 
Town of Ouray 
Town of Paonia 
Town of Ridgway 

CONGRESSIONAL AND LEGISLATIVE OFFICES 

Distribution was made to the o&es of Senator William 
L. Armstrong, Senator Timothy E. Wirth, and Congressman 
Ben Nighthorse Campbell, and to the offices of State Senators 
Robert DeNier and Robert Pastore, and State Represen- 
tatives Ed Carpenter and Margaret Masson. 

INTEREST GROUPS AND ORGANIZATIONS 

American Wilderness Alliance 
Audubon Society, Western Colorado Chapter 
Chipeta Chapter, Colorado Archeology Society 
Club 20 
Colorado Historical Society 
Colorado Mining Association 
Colorado Mountain Club 
Colorado Native Plant Society 
Colorado Open Space Council 
Colorado Trail Riders 

Continental Divide Trail Society 
Delta County Cattlemen’s Association 
Ducks Unlimited, Montrose Chapter 
Grand Junction Geological Society 
Gunnison County Stockgrowers’ Association 
Gunnison River Coalition 
League of Women Voters 
Minerals Exploration Coalition 
Montrose County Chamber of Commerce 
National Council of Public Land Users 
National Wildlife Federation 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
The Nature.Conservancy 
North Fork Woolgrowers’ Association 
.Ouray County Alliance 
Ouray County Cattlemen’s Association 
Paonia Chamber of Commerce 
Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Association 
Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain Chapter 
Sierra Club, Uncompahgre Group 
Society for Range Management 
Southern Ute Tribe 
Trout Unlimited, Montrose Chapter 
Uncompahgre Valley Livestock Association 
United Four Wheel Drive Association 
Ute Mountain Tribe 
Western Colorado Congress 
Western Organization of Resource Councils 
Western Slope Energy Research Center 
Western Slope Woolgrowers’ Association 
Western Small Miners’ Association 
The Wilderness Society 
Wildlife Management Institute 
The Wildlife Society 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Fifty-one persons testified at the public hearings in 
Hotchkiss, Lakewood, and Montrose, Colorado. One 
hundred seventy-three (173) persons, groups, or agencies 
submitted written comments. 

The transcripts of the public hearings and the written 
comments .are reproduced in this document immediately 
following Table 2. Table 1 and Table 2 identify the 
commentem; the commenter number (first column of each 
table) appears in the upper right comer of the reproduced 
transcripts and written comments. The numbers in the third 
column of each table also appear in the margins of the 
reproduced transcripts and comment letters; they correspond 
to the BLM’s responses to the questions and concerns that 
were brought forward in the testimony and in the written 
comments. The comment responses follow the transcripts 
and comment letters. 
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: REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

Table 1 
PERSONS WHO TESTIFIED AT THE PUBLIC HEARINGS 

COMMENTER 
NUMBER COMMENTER RESPONSE NUMBER 

H-l L.T. Mangum; City of Delta; 
Delta, Colorado .: 

61 

H-2 W.N. Brunner; Paonia, Colorado 1,5,6, l&48,67, 68, 85, 127, 136 

H-3 Mark Welsh; Hotchkiss, Colorado 13,42 

H-4 David Johnston; Paonia, Colorado 68, 136 

H-S John B. Benjamin; Hotdhkiss, Colorado 12 

H-6 Caleb Gates; Paonia, Colorado 68,70,136 

H-7 Stephen F. Hinchman; Paonia, Colorado 7, 136, 137 

H-8 Mark Paigen; Paonia, Colorado 12,68,69, 136 

H-9 Gerrie Wolf; Cedaredge, Colorado 9,66 

H-10 Hank Hotze; Gunnison River Expeditions; 
Hotchkiss, Colorado 

12,68,69, 136 

H-11 Robin Nicholoff; Hotchkiss, Colorado 9, 13,68,69, 136 

H-12 

H-13 

John Groome; Paonia, Colorado 

Jerry Price; Whistling Acres Ranch; 
Paonia, Colorado 

68,69,136 

14 

L-l John Stanstield; Sierra Club, Pikes Peak 
Group; Monument, Colorado 

68, 136 

L-2 Carl Gerity; Quinn Coal Company; 
Golden, Colorado 

34 

L-3 Bill Foreman; Boulder, Colorado 28,68,136 

L-4 Kirk Cunningham; Boulder, Colorado 28,68,136 

“. 

r 

L-5 Todd Robertson; Denver, Colorado 28,68,69, 136 

L-6 Earl Jones; Boulder, Colorado 68, 136 

L-7 Karin Molliver; Boulder, Colorado 28,68, 136 

L-8 Rocky Smith; Denver, Colorado 28, 68, 69, 136 
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REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

Table 1 (continued) 

COMMENTER 
NUMBER COMMENTER RESPONSE NUMBER 

L-9 Allison Graves; CU Wilderness Study Group; 
Boulder, Colorado 

28, 68, 69, 136 

L-10 

L-11 

Steve Pettit; Boulder, Colorado 68,136 

Bruce Robson; Boulder, Colorado 28,68,69, 136 

L-12 Roz McClellan; Boulder, Colorado 21,68, 136 

,L-13 

L-14 

Norm Mullen; Boulder, Colorado 28, 68, 69, 136 

Marty Walter; Boulder, Colorado 68,69,136 

L-15 Eleanor Von Bargen; Colorado Native Plant 
Society; Denver, Colorado 

68, 136 

L-16 Scott Hatfield; Boulder, Colorado 68,69,136 

L-17 Dave Allured; Boulder, Colorado 2,28,60,68,69, 136 

L-18 Donald Thompson; Denver, Colorado 68,69,136 

L-19 Polly Mills; Boulder, Colorado 68, 136 

L-20 Jennie Spencer; CU Environmental Center; 
Boulder, Colorado 

68, 136 

L-21 Kirk Koepsel; Colorado Environmental 
Coalition; Denver, Colorado 

19,20,22,24,28,29,31, 
33, 42, 45, 46, 47, 63, 67, 68, 
69, 72, 85,94, 104, 119, 136 

M-l Kenneth Gray; Delta, Colorado 121 

M-2 Melvin Thomas Gore; Delta, Colorado 6567 

M-3 

M-4 

Jo Gore; Delta, Colorado 

Mark Pearson; Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain 
Chapter; Grand Junction, Colorado 

65,105, 121 

68,69, 136 

M-5 Les Hamilton; Uncompahgre Cattle Company; 
Delta, Colorado 

121 

M-6 John Musser; Delta, Colorado 121,134 

M-7 Walter Rule; Ouray, Colorado 68,69,136 

M-8 

M-9 

Linda Delman; Montrose, Colorado 

Bill Harris; Colorado Archeological Society, 
Chipeta Chapter; Montrose, Colorado 

68,69,136 

123, 124,125 
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REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

: Table 1 (continued) 

COMMENTER 
NUMBER COMMENTER RESPONSE NUMBER 

M-10 Stuart Krebs, Montrose, Colorado 64,68,136 

M-11 W.D. Wetlaufer; Montrose, Colorado 

M-12 John Baldus; Western Colorado Congress and 22,28,46,69,85, 107 
Uncompahgre Valley Association; Montrose, 
Colorado 

M-13 Dave Seymour; Uncompahgre Livestock 
Association; Olathe, Colorado 

67 

M-14 Deborah Gore; Olathe, Colorado 121,131 

M-15 Richard Gore; Olathe, Colorado 111,121,131 

M-16 

M-17 

Bill Hamilton; Cedaredge, Colorado 

Herschel “Bud” Burgess; Eckert, Colorado 
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REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

Table 2 

PERSONS WHO SUBMITTED WRITTEN CdMMENTS 

COMMENT 
LETTER 
NUMBER COMMENTER RESPONSE NUMBER 

Bureau of Reclamation; Upper Colorado 
Regional O&e; Salt Lake City, Utah, 

U.S. Geological Survey; Assistant 
Director for Engineering Geology; 
Reston, Virginia 

49, 50, 71, 85, 87, 88, 89, 
90, 91, 92, 93,97, 128 

38,39 

3 Bureau of Mines; Intermountain Field 
Operations Center; Denver, Colorado 

35,71 

4 National Park Service; Rocky Mountain 
Region; Denver, Colorado 

16, 17,68 

5 U.S. Forest Service; Grand Mesa- 
Uncompahgre-Gunnison National Forests; 
Delta, Colorado 

15, 108 

6 U.S. Air Force; Regional Civil Engineer 
Central Region; Dallas, Texas 

57 

7 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; Fish and 
Wildlife Enhancement; Grand Junction, 
Colorado 

11, 85, 99 

8 Environmental Protection Agency; 23,24, 25, 27, 33,44, 71, 
Region 8; Denver, Colorado 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 78, 79, 

80, 81, 82, 101, 102, 118 

9 Colorado Department of Natural Resources; 7, 24, 27, 28,36, 37, 38, 53, 
OlEce of the Executive Director; Denver, 67, 83, 85,94, 100, 103, 
Colorado 104, 109, 119, 136 

10 City of Delta; John R. Kappa, City 
Attorney; Montrose, Colorado 

10,54, 71 

11 BLM Montrose District Advisory Council; 
Clay V. Bader, Chairman; Montrose, 
Colorado 

3, 13, 30,67,68, 102, 136 

12 BLM Montrose District Grazing Advisory 
Board; James Suckla, Chairman; Cortez, 
Colorado 

121 

13 Sierra Club Southwest Office; 
John Bradley; Boulder, Colorado 

68, 136 
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REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

Table 2 (continued) 

COMMENT 
LETTER 
NUMBER COMMENTER RESPONSE NUMBER 

14 Colorado Mountain Club; Babs Schmerler; 
Montrose, Colorado 

68,69,136 

15 Colorado Archaeological Society, Chipeta 123, 124, 125 
Chapter; Bill Harris; Montrose, Colorado 

16 Colorado Environmental Coalition; 
Kirk Koepsel; Denver, Colorado 

22,27, 28,31, 32,33,42, 
45,46,47,63,67,68,69, 
85,94,104,119,136 

17 Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Association; 8 
Jess Cooper; Denver, Colorado 

18 Minerals Exploration Coalition; 
John D. Wells; Lakewood, Colorado 

43,56 

19 Audubon Society of Western Colorado; 
Richard Levad; Grand Junction, Colorado 

4,68, 130, 136, 137 

20 ’ 

21 

Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain Chapter; 
Kirk Cunningham; Boulder, Colorado 

Delta County Livestock Association; 
‘John Botti; Crawford, Colorado 

40,70 

66,68, 111, 131,136 

22 Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain Chapter; 2, 41; 42, 51, 52,60,66, 68, 
Mark Pearson; Grand. Junction, Colorado 69, 71,84, 85, 120, 131, 134, 

136 

23 

24 

Colorado Native Plant Society; 
Susan S. Martin; Fort Collins, Colorado 

National Parks and Conservation 
Association; Terri Martin; Salt Lake 
City, Utah 

24, 27, 28, 67,68, 100, 103, 
116, 119, 135,136 

47,59,63, 67,68,85, 101, 
102,136 

25 Far Flung Adventures; Tracy BIashill; 
Ouray, Colorado 

12,68, 136 

26 Richards and Richards; Shawn Mock; 
Nucla, Colorado 

66,68, 136 

27 Richards and Richards; Shawn Mock; 
Nucla, Colorado 

86 

28 Campbell Cattle Company; David L. and 
Helen A. Campbell; Delta, Colorado 1 

66,68, 86, 136 

29 Colorado Westmoreland, Inc.; Envirodmental 
Specialist; Paonia, Colorado 
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REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

Table 2 (continued) 

COMMENT 
LETTER 
NUMBER COMMENTER RESPONSE NUMBER 

30 

31 

Musser Ranches; John A. Musser; 26,67, 106, 113, 114, 121, 
Delta, Colorado 132,133 

Colorado Ute Electric Association, Inc.; 30, 58,61, 71, 95, 112, 115 
Environmental Services; Montrose, 
Colorado 

32 Chevron U.S.A., Inc.; Legislative and 
Regulatory Affairs; Denver, Colorado 

8 

33 

34 

Jerry D. Jacka; Phoenix, Arizona 

Kate Palmer; Boulder, Colorado 67, 70, 96 

35 Dr. Frank Dennehy; Grand Junction, 
Colorado 

68, 136 

36 Chuck Shepard; Mancos, Colorado 68,69,136 

37 Everett V. Carter; Cedaredge, Colorado 68,69,136 

38 Jan Hose; Aspen, Colorado 68,69,136 

39 

40 

Kurt Johnson; Boulder, Colorado 

Dick T. Brown and Victor H. Reed; 
Olathe, Colorado 

68,136 

85 

41 Michele K. Whitaker; Wheatridge, Colorado 68,69,136 

42 John Spezia; Steamboat Springs, Colorado 69 

43 Nina Johnson; Boulder, Colorado 136 

44 Paul E. and Virginia D. Lappala; 
Carbondale, Colorado 

68,69,136 

45 Greg McKennis; Glenwood Springs, Colorado 68,69,136 

46 Claire C. Poole, Psy.D.i Denver, Colorado 62,68,69, 136 

47 John Spezia; Steamboat Springs, Colorado 62,68,136 

48 Charla Hathaway Palmer; Steamboat 68,69, 136 -. 
Springs, Colorado 

49 ‘,. Gordon Rodda; Knoxville, Tennessee 71, 136 

50 Larry Abbott; Grand Junction, Colorado 6, 67 

51 W. Rodney McKinnon; Montrose, Colorado 68,136 
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REVIEW OF. THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

Table 2 (continued) 

COMMENT 
LETTER 
NUMBER : COMMENTER RESPONSE NUMBER 

52 ‘, Tony Merten; Lakewood, Colorado 68,69,136 

53 John Czamecki; Lakewood, Colorado 68,69,136 

54 Richard Kilbury; Albuquerque, New Mexico 68,69,136 

5.5 William A. Coates; Cascade, Colorado 136 

56 Jon Tourville; Colorado Springs, Colorado 68,69,136 

57 Lorraine Lane; Denver, Colorado 69 

58 Chris Seitz; Salina, Kansas 68,69, 136 

59 

60 

61 

Dr. Thomas Scott; Fort Collins, Colorado 

Janna J. Harper; Black Hawk, Colorado 

Marv and Judy Kieca; Castle Rock, 
Colorado 

68, 136 

68,69, 136 

68,136 

62 Julie M. Emerson; Littleton, Colorado 69 

63 Julie M. Emerson; Littleton, Colorado 68, 136 

64 

65 

66 

Dan Roberts; Grand Junction, Colorado 

Chuck Worley; Cedaredge, Colorado 

William J. Tembrock et al.; Hotchkiss, 
Colorado 

55, 67, 68, 69, 136 

68, 136 

68,69, 136 

67 Eric D. and Ellen B. Braaten; Denver, 
Colorado 

68,69, 136 

68 

69 

70 

Harry Kuperberg; Boulder, Colorado 

Roger Hedlund; Winter Park, Colorado 

Victoria and William Coe; Durango, 
Colorado 

68,69,136 

68, 136 

68, 136 

71 Jon Sirkis; Boulder, Colorado 68,69, 136 

72 Mary Sealing; Fruita, Colorado 68, 136 

73 

74 

75 

Timothy J. Cunningham; Boulder, Colorado 62, 68,69, 136 

Mark Meeks; Denver, Colorado 68,69,136 

Lorraine Lane; ,Denver, Colorado 68, 136 
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REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

Table 2 (continued) 

COMMENT 
LETTER 
NUMBER COMMENTER RESPONSE NUMBER 

76 Jane Schleimer; Boulder, Colorado 68,69,136 

77 Harley Orahood; Grand Junction, Colorado 69, 136 

78 Mrs. Robert Gray; Delta, Colorado 64 

79 Jan and Lute Pipher; Maher, Colorado 86 

80 Bruce Berger; Aspen, Colorado 68, 136 

81 Mark N. Williams; Grand Junction, 
Colorado 

68,69, 136 

82 Kenneth E. and Cheri W. Pettis; Olathe, 
Colorado 

86 

83 Kenneth E. and Cheri W. Pettis; Olathe, 68, 136 
Colorado 

84 Richard and Gary Dickerson; Olathe, 
Colorado 

86 

85 Richard and Gary Dickerson; Olathe, 
Colorado 

68, 136 

86 Mr. and Mrs. William Byers et al.; Delta, 
Colorado 

86 

87 Mr. and Mrs. William Byers et al.; Delta, 
Colorado 

66,68,136 

88 Alford L. Gray and Patricia Harris; 
Olathe, Colorado 

86 

89 Alford L. Gray and Patricia Harris; 
Olathe, Colorado 

66,68, 136 

90 W. Rodney McKinnon; Montrose, Colorado 

91 Mike Campbell; Oak Creek, Colorado 68,69, 136 

92 

93 

Edward G. Talbot; Arvada, Colorado 

Leonard L. and Helen M. Burch; Olathe, 
Colorado 

68, 136 

86 

.94 Leonard L. and Helen M. Burch; Olathe, 
Colorado 

68, 136 

95 Andrew McConkey; Boulder, Colorado 68,69, 136 

96 George C. Calhoun; Delta, Colorado 68, 136 
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REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

Table 2 (continued) 

COMMENT 
LETTER 
NUMBER COMMENTER RESPONSE NUMBER 

97 Nit Korte; Grand Junction, Colorado 68,69, 136 

98 Jack R. Williams; Florissant, Colorado 68,69,136 

99 John M. Kuzmiak; Pueblo, Colorado 68,136 

100 Al Hahn; Delta, Colorado 86 

101 Al Hahn; Delta, Colorado 66,68,136 

102 Diane Kelly; Evergreen, Colorado 68, 136 

103 L. Yael Stein; Gunnison, Colorado 68, 136 

104 Peter Schertz; Gardner, Colorado 68,136 

105 Mark W. Hamrick; Boulder, Colorado 68 

106 Carl Will; Gardner, Colorado 68, 136 

107 Suzanne Fairchild; Arvada, Colorado 68,69, 136 

108 Thomas Keyes; Denver, Colorado 68,136 

109 David Rubin; Lynntield, Massachusetts 68, 136 

110 

111 

Betty Nickerson Elwell; LaVeta, Colorado 

Dale Hall and Rod Hall, Jr.; Olathe 
Colorado 

68,69, 136 

86 

112 M. Thomas Gore, D.V.M.; Delta, Colorado 65,67, 136 

113 Gerd Von Glinsk; Eldorado Springs, 
Colorado 

J. Zevalking; NO ADDRESS AVAILABLE 

Lynda Poff; Phillipsburg, New Jersey 

Marc Kriewaldt; Boulder, Colorado 

Jessica Wachtel; Boulder, Colorado 

David W. Ownby; Boulder, Colorado 

Penelope Cracker; Grand Junction, 
Colorado 

Margot Smit; Denver, Colorado 

S.J. Clark; Niwot, Colorado 

68,136 

114 

115 

116 

117 

118 

119 

120 

121 

68, 136 

68, 136 

68, 136 

68, 136 

68,136 

68,69, 136 

68, 136 

68,136 
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REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

Table 2 (continued) 

COMMENT 
LETTER 
NUMBER ... COMMENTER RE~P~N~ENUMBER 

122 Scott Hatfield; Boulder, Colorado 

123 Scott Robinson; Boulder, Colorado 

6869,136 

68,69,136 

124 Gary W. Cooper; Montrose, Colorado 86 

125 Gary W. Cooper; Montrose, Colorado 66,68, 136 

126 Laurie Thayer; Boulder, Colorado 68,136 

127 Sarah Crum; Collbran, Colorado 68, 136 

128 Dave Hamilton; LaVeta, Colorado 68,69,136 

129 Henry G. Wright; Durango, Colorado 68,129, 136 

130 Eric Reische; Boulder, Colorado 68,69,136 

131 Kerry Whitford; Boulder, Colorado 68, 136 

132 Margaret Ojias; Olathe, Colorado 68, 136 

133 Karla Tschoepe; Paonia, Colorado 68, 136 

134 ‘. Karla Tschoepe; Paonia, Colorado 86 

135 Eleanor Von Bargen; Denver,, Colorado 67, 68, 85, 122, 136 

136 Rodney Wilson; Cortez, Colorado ’ 68,69, 136 

137 Patrick Muckleroy; Gunnison, Colorado 68, 136 

138 Michael G. Figgs; Boulder, Colorado 136 

139 Kale and Shirley Deutsch; Delta, Colorado 66,68,136 

140 Kale and Shirley Deutsch; Delta, Colorado 86 

141 Melvin K. Beach; Delta, Colorado 86 

142 Melvin K. Beach; Delta, Colorado 66,68, 136 

,143 Myles Standish et al.; Olathe, Colorado 66,68,136 

144 

145 

Myles Standish et al.; Olathe, Colorado 

Michael G. Goodman et al.; Olathe, 
Colorado 

86 

66,68, 136 

146. Michael G. Goodman et al.; Olathe, 86 
Colorado 
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REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

Table 2 (continued) 

COMMENT 
LETTER 
NUMBER COMMENTER RESPONSE NUMBER 

147 Bill Campbell; Delta, Colorado 64,68, 136 

148 Wanda and Larry Boyd; Delta, Colorado 

Wanda and Larry Boyd; Delta, Colorado 

Lew and Margene Oswald; Broomfield, 
Colorado 

86, 121, 136 

149 

150 

68,136 

66,68,136 

151 Lew and Margene Oswald; Broomfield, 
Colorado 

86 

152 Harry B. Vaughan; Cedaredge, Colorado 9, 66, 68, 121, 136 

153 

154 

155 

Laura and Ray Wyntield; Lafayette, 
Colorado 

Loma F. Orth et al.; Olathe, Colorado 

Lorna F. Orth et al.; Olathe, Colorado 

68,69,136 

86 

68,136 

156 Jack Musser; Delta, Colorado 65,98, 121, 133, 134 

157 Bemice Musser; Delta, Colorado 

158 Lawrence A. Papp; Parker, Colorado 68,69, 136 

159 

160 

Applehanz Brothers et al.; Montrose, 
Colorado 

Richard W. and Deborah R. Gore; Olathe, 
Colorado 

86 

68, 136 

161 Richard W. and Deborah R. Gore; Olathe, 
Colorado 

67,69,86,98, 111, 117, 121 

162 Lee and Helen Tunget; Olathe, Colorado 68, 136 

163 Susan S. Martin, Ph.D.; Fort Collins, : 27, 28, 67, 68, 103, 116, 119, 
Colorado 136 

164 

165 

Josephine M. Gore; Delta, Colorado 

Danni L. Langdon; Grand Junction, 
Colorado 

111, 121, 136 

67,68,69,71, 126, 136 

166 Susan Detweiler; Boulder, Colorado 68,69, 136 

167 Bella Conner; Grand Junction, Colorado 68,69,136 

168 Carl E. Conner; Grand Junction, Colorado 68, 69, 71, 126, 136 
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REVIEW OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

Table 2 (continued) 

COMMENT 
LETTER 
NUMBER COMMENTER RESPONSE NUMBER 

169 Myma P. Steinkamp, Ph.D.; Fort Collins, 27,67,68, 100, 116, 119, 136 
Colorado 

170 Bryan R. Jones; Boulder, Colorado 68, 136 

171 Lewis McCool; Durango, Colorado 68,136 

172 Kathy Hands, Boulder, Colorado 67, 68,69, 85, 110, 136 

173 Anne Ellegood; Boulder, Colorado 68,136 

HEARING TRANSCRIPTS AND WRITTEN 
COMMENTS 

with speakers at Lakewood being .‘I” and at Montrose 
being “M”. These alphanumerics and numerals are also 
referenced in the comment response section. 

All of the public testimony in the hearing transcripts and 
all of the written comments are reproduced in this section. 
The alphanumerics (H-i, L-l, M-l, etc.) and the numerals 
(1, 2, 3, etc.) appearing in, the upper right corner of each 
page of the transcripts and written comments identify the 
commenter (see Table 1 and Table 2). Speakers at the public 
heruing~in Hotchkiss are identified as “H” alphanumerics, 

The numbers in the margins of the reproduced transcripts 
and written comments are comment response numbers. The 
BLM’s responses to concerns and questions are identified 
by these numbers. Many of the comment responses address 
common concerns and questions raised by several 
commenters. The comment responses are presented in the 
next section of this document. 
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PUBLIC HEARING TO RECEIVE INf"RNATION AN" COv+lINT5 ON THE 
ADEOUACY OF THE w.AF? "NCOYPAHGRE BASIN RPSOURCE VANArxVENT 
PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATF'IENT, AND TAL ACCOHPANY- 
ING WILDERNESS TECHNICAL SUPPLEMENT 

“OTCHKISS TsKmIAL HALL 

Se&mber 22, 1987 

7:35 n.m. 

ALPINE REPORTING SERVICE ?rrr”. 
- 

&ill w. Rwk 
,a& 1. thd 
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you can do some of these thinos that you are prooosinq to 

do here until you mitigate the "uestion of what you "rnnose 

to do with our water riqhts. 

I believe you said that this wasn't a "uestion 

and enswer, just to take information. Well, that's the 

information I wanted to "et to you. 

JOHN SINGLAL'R: Thank you, sir. 

Any clarification needed? 

We will "rowed now to the list of sneakers. 

w. N. srunner. 

W. N. BRUNNFR: I'm Sill Srunner, I renresent 

myself and also I'm a member of WSERC. 

Generally this document is oerhaos admirable in 

its intent, but falls short in substance. It offers nrac- 

tically zero data to back u" substantive statements or 

conclusions. The economic impacts are glossed over to the 

point of practically beinq iqnored. Xecomnendations are 

being made here to increase tremendously the imnact oF our 

public land with no discussion of values, and "articularly 

no data "resented to siloport SLY'S oosition. 

The discussions of resource locations is vague. 

Areas to be impacted by forest horvestinq and mineral 

mining are not indicated individuallv on anv of the pans in 

here, they are iust referred to as so man" acres imoacted, 

and it's kind of left at that. I don't think that's 

61 
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Thank you for your attention. 

JOHN SINw.,ACs: Thenk you, Gen". 

I'd like to apologiz" in advance for misoronounc- 

inq your names, I know I'11 do that when I q" throuqh here. 

Please bear with me. Are there any elected representatives 

or officials of Federal, State or Local agencies who wieh 

to testify at the hearing. 

L. T. Yanqum, City of Delta, would you like toj 

speak, sir? 

I.. T. MANGUM: Yes. 

JOHN SINGLAUB: If you could please step up to 

theoodium. and state your name, address and who you repie- 

sent, it would be helpful to us. 

L. T. "ANGUM: I’m L. T. Hanqum, Mayor of the City 

Of Delta. 

As you refer to in your draft of June 'R7 of the 

Cncomoahgre Basin and Wilderness '"ecbnical Suonlement, the 

City of Delta does have some water riohts in the Gunnison 

Gorge, and I would just like to say that we have been work- 

ing with Conqresenan Ben Eliahthorse Camobell's qrou" to 

resolve some problems of our water riqhts in that canyon 

to try to make it into a national vark instead of a national 

"""urc"t. This does not address what they "la" to do with 

the City of Delta's water rights. And we haone” to know 

that they are valid water rights, and we don't think that 

1 
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sufficient. 

The maps in the back here that show what will 

happen to areas as far as off-road vehicle activity are 

concerned shows that an area is closed either seasonally, 

permanently or limited onlv to existin" roads and trails. 

I mean, that covers a broad scooe and it should be broken 

down where it shows what areas are closed seasonally, what 

areas are limited to roads and trails, and whet areas are 

closed permanently. They're vastly different categories, 

and they arc all lumued together in one little map. 

It presents very little data to base any conclu- 

sions es to impacts of implement&q off-road vehicle use 

for most of the management area, which will happen under 

this plan. 

It fails to identify on map or text the location 

af Storm Kinq Ski area, it offers no data other then some 

little chart with some suoposed numbers of skiers that will 

ski there that increases from some million now to a few 

aillion more in a few years. There's no attribution made 

as to where this data came from, or aov discussion of the 

area really beyond that. 

It makes optimistic assumations about allowable 

increesos in grazing. It qives sketchy data on only a very 

few grazing allotments specifically, and on the ones that 

are discussed ir! the plan here, it talks about how thev are 
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right now because they didn't have enough data in there to 

support their management decisions. And it'* a big waste 

of money for a Government aqencv to go through a process as 

costly and tire consuming, and takes as much erergv as from 

the peoole who put it together es this takes and let it 

fall into a situation where it's not qolng to satisfy hardl) 

anybody because there isn't enouqh data in it to supoort 

what you're trying to do. 

Tte plan describes the wilderness characteristic 

of three wilderness areas in the district, and the" doesn't 

recommend two of them for wilderness designatlo". And it 

did "at explain to my satisfaction why Camel Back and the 

Adobe Badlands are dropped from being Proposed as a wilder- 

"ees area without really saying why, 

Something that I kind of wonder about is that ther 

appears that there's going to be a lot more off-road 

recreational vehicle use here and there is really no dis- 

cussion of why. And opening up to that, if there's a -- 

it's olanned to degrade the environment to where a.lot of 

olacos, under the classification eastern, I think it goes 

under class three, and a definition of class three is where 

you look at that landscape, the things vou notice is how 

it's torn UD and, vou know, why are you olanninq to change 

to landscape like that. k&at benefits are coinq to co?e to 

the people of this area, or the government, or whoever the 
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in Pretty bad shanc, or under a lot of oreseure from either 

livestock or wildlife. It yet qoes on to acme up with thesl 

really optlnistic ideas about how much qrazlnq is qoinq to 

increase over the district with verv little real data on 

it. There's hardly any data in the whole thinq. That's 

why I made comment that there's not enough in here for a 

Person to look at it and reallv ba able to niake a" informed 

decision. 

And if you look at -- well, when the Forest Servic 

Puts ""t a document under the came mandate From Co"qrces 

under the National Federal Land Ye"eqeme"t Policv Act, it's 

full of data. Some of it they make ~'3, some of it's wro"o, 

Some of it's right, but they have data in there. And if yoc 

:omPare this plan to.the GMUG Forest Plan, there's a vast 

jifference. It's apparent to anybody who takes a half a" 

?our to sit down and go throuqh it, they will seealot of 

lifference. There's alot of data dcvelooed by the Forest 

Service. 

I've looked at the olans for the orand Junction 

district and for the San Yiquel Se" Juan District, and they 

lave lots of data in there. They don't have as much as the 

'crest Service puts in, but they havealot more than this 

lo~m~nt has. 

And even with the amount of data that the Forest 

iervice Dut out in the CMllG nlan, that plan is under renand 
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lend is administered for by makinq those ch,anqes. It's not 

spelled out. It's not said why you're doing that. 

.JOHN SINGLAUB: Could you wrao it up, Bill, your 

five minutes are GP. 

w. N. BIIUNNER: I'll try. 

A counle of things that I would recommend under 

land acquisition is that there currentlv is no oublic acceee 

'ora take out Point et the confluence of the Gunniso" and 

the North Fork. When you come down the Gunnison River with 

any kind of flow at all you have to flow downstream to a 

point that you take out on private pronerty. And I've been 

threatened with loss of accese to take out there, free 

1cce**, I have to pay to take my boat cut there. And the 

same thing down at orysdale Flats, down by Austin. There's 

people that 'have bee" taking out in these olaces for a long 

time, and I wish the L3I.M would come up with some Public 

LCCeSS at that point. 

And there is also a trail that comes down to withi 

20 feet of the Escalante Canyon Road ""t of the ~or,,I"gue~ 

Canyon wilderness area. That wilderness area is administer< 

by the Grand Junction District. but there's 20 feet of 

private land between the road and the wilderness area that': 

administered by this district. And because that 20 fee: of 

land is Privately owned. oeoole cannot oet to that trail. 

And 1 think that the IlLM should make a sincere effort to 
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acquire a" easement to get oeoole into thet trail, which is 

I the only access to this end of that wilderness area. 

3 And I'll have to say the rest in written com~e"t. 

4 J3HN SIxaAUs: Just for clarification. .John 

5 Singlaub, BLM. 

0 That's the HcCarty trail? 

I w. N. BRLWNER: Which is orobably -- there is 

8 criteria given for acauisition here in either a national 

9 historic or scenic trail, which is one of the things that 

10 classifies land or access available for acouisition by the 

II sLf4. It would also fit under two or three other classifi- 

I2 cations given in that area. 

13 
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There is no criteria give" for disnosal of public 

,lands in this ala", either, though many are marked for 

15 disposal. 

16 JOHN SINrxAUs: Can you clarity for the record 

17 what WSERC stands for? 

18 w. N. BRUNNER: western Slope Energ" ResoUrces 

19 center. 

10 JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you. 

II Mark Welsh, 

22 mNE WCCHIA: John, could I ask a question for 

23 clarification. 

II JOHN SIAGLAOB: sure. 

25 GENE 'JECCHIA: Did I hear you say that under the 
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nrcfcrred alternative there was more, we're openinq up more 

'3sc to OR\' use than is current, did you say that? 

w. N. BRL'NNCR:' I believe that's what's qoinq to 

happen. It says here in the chaoter 3, preferred alrerna- 

tive. off-road vehicle use on public lands will be open to 

OR" use. 

ZOHN SIGNLAUB: Go ahead: 

MARK WELSH: !4y name is Mark Welsh, I live up on 

the Redlands outside of Hotchkiss. 

I will try to just give a quick summary of my 

views of this document and not get into a paqe by oaoe 

,analysis. 

Not too many years ago I remember readinq the 

notice that came out from the \lontrose Office of the RLH 

saying that they were qoing to do an w. It's a little 

peculiar that the first time we leqally asked for one and 

legally challenged the BL" to have one that that was eleven 

years ago. but I understand how things take time. Lhlfor- 

tunately I think that that time has not been spent well 

when the BI..V and when the team leader talked earlier about 

what this plar: did and it's methodology. It certainly qave 

the impression that any conflicts between water and water 

right and coal mining were taken care of. 

I’ve gone through this plan, I’ve read most of 

it and to me it was not evident that this has been done. 
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water supplies. 

Well, we live in a desert here, evervbodv knows 

that. But for some reason. the decisions made say, just as 

one examo1c, thegoalslr. this document are out o< line, I 

believe, as far as water users are concerned. 

In the past there have been very good decisions 

made by the Bureau of Land Manaqement, there was a con- 

census worked out with ditch oeople, the coal industry and 

the BLM and environmentalists in the nast to try to resolve 

some of these issues. None of the past controversies in- 

volving development in this area are evident, either in 

the methodology in this document, or in the decisions. And 

I would strongly urge the BLF to take a oact, unlike the 

Forest Service. and sit down with all of the users and try 

to not only imorove their document, but to come up with 

management decisions thai recognize the real resource con- 

flicts and the competition that we all have on how do we 

want the public lands to take care of us. That has not been 

done in the past. 

On the last two land "se plans that have come oilt 

of this area have resulted in leqal challenges, and I think 

by now the BLM should learn that there’s a different way 

to do business, and by tryinq to save oaper here, by leavinq 

out information, de:racts :rom the purpose of the document. 

I can't tell how I'm goinq to be ffected. Yy neiqhbors 
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can't tell how they are going to.be affected, and the 

manager in the BLM can't get very qood guidance here, or 

dctrrmine what the impacts of his choice between the alter- 

cativcs. 

My last comment qoes to looking at the different 

alternatives that are here, and we could‘all qet cross 

eyed looking at the small Drint. But there are a number'of 

lifferent alternatives. 

The oreferred alternative; the conservation alter- 

native, which means hardly do anythina; the nroduction 

alternative, which means let’s do the most: versuswhat we 

are doing rigbt now. So we have got four alternatives. 

Under just one resource, which is coal, they are 

almost all the same. They are off by a couple of acres. 

4nd you can go through this and see that there really isn't 

that much choice. 

SO; again, I don't want to go into any more detail 

,n the documents, but I would strongly encourage the BLM 

to set up a non-adversarial process with all of the public 

land users to trv to come UD with a better elan for our 

,alley. 

JOHN SINCLAUB: Thank you, “ark. 

David Johnston. 

DAVID JOHNSTON: I'm David Johnston from Paoina. 

I'm speaking for myself. 

. 
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But in general there are two problems with this 

plan, one has to do with its nethodolooy. Is the elan, 

does the alar. do what its sunposed to do. 

The second nroblen is how does it manaoe the 

TOSO"i-CES. NOW, you have qot coal miners, you've got loqger 

you've got hunters, you've sot a wide varietv of users and 

we all "ant ou use to be number one. But I think quite 

a while ago we realized there is a way to work out a con- 

C~7lS"S, there’s a way to compromise and there's a way to 

fight for what you have. And unfortunately I see this doc- 

ument overemphasizing resource development, and I think that 

that wonld be to the detriment of Delta County and to the 

detriment to the industry that's here and the residents 

that' are here, and oarticularly would affect the water 

"SBrS. 

And I'd like to go to a couole of items in this 

documwit having to do with water. The mininq of coal and 

locatable minerals could result in the permanent, irrevers- 

lble loss of ground water through diversion and subildence, 

Dage 4-63. 

And over in the fourth chaoter, fracturing and 

subsidence of rock strata from underground mining could 

decrease the quantity and cuality of aroundwater, loss of 

either surface or aroundwater could irpact adjudicated 

water rights and diminish local domestic and aqricultural 

H-3 
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I want to talk mainly about wilderness. First I 

wanted to congratulare the SLM on their recommendation on 

the Gunnisor! Gorge as a wilderness area. I've been through 

it and I think everybody, or almost everybody in the county 

thinks that it's a great place and should be a wilderness 

area. We also think that it should be a wild and scenic 

river, I know the BLM has recommended that and can't get it 

through Congress. I think that's well and that should be 

encouraqed and the E&M should be applauded for making that 

recommendation. I think it's a very worthwhile place to be 

wilderness. 

As to the Camel Back, I haven't been in that area, 

but I've talked to peoplewhobave been there and I've read 

some of the documents on it. It seems there's very little 

conflict with any uses of the area, and I would like to see 

the Camel Back also designated as wilderness. 

I have been through the Adobe Badlands, and I rhiri 

it's a big mistake not to desiqnate that area as wilderness. 

I'd like to road a quote kind of buried in your 

document, bu. with this recoqnition I don't see how it 

cannot be labeled recommended as wilderness. 

On page 3-11 it states "Geoloqically. the Adobe 

Badlands WSA is highly varied and diversified. The majority 

of the WSA consists of Badland-tyoe formations, or "adobe" 

hills, where coloration chanqes abruptly with shifts in 
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designated wilderness. Thanks. 

JOHN SINGLR"B: Thank you. 

John 9. Benjamin. 

JOHN 8. BEWAMIN: Good eveninq, I'm John Benjamir 

from UP on Redlands Mesa, 1591 2900 Road, it used to be 

mute 2. That's the kind of way things change, I think. 

But I'm talking today as an individual, as a 

fisherman. boatman, small farmer, real estate tycoon, con- 

servationist and taxpayer. 

So my first question as a taxpayer is how many 

peqple here tonight are gertinq raaid to be here by us tax- 

payers:' You guys don't get paid to come, that's great. 

That's interesting. I know the Commissioners don't qet 

paid. I know I don't get paid, that's one of the oroblems 

I have with being here, I don't qet paid. Although my boss 

did give me a $5 a day raise here. he's Hank Hotze, over 

there, I run boats for him periodically, so I'm qoing to 

pretty much keep my -- he's not oaying me to be here tonight 

but he might buy me a beer later on. But I'm going to keep 

my mmnents pretty much to the river and garqe. 

Once aqain I concur with David over there, that 

you should be recommended, you would have been lynched if 

you hadn't, but you should be recommended, or corr.mended, 

for making thf gorge a wilderness. or sugqestinq that the 

gorge become a wilderness area. 
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I liyhtiny. The upper portion of the Adobe Badlands is 

I rollinq, rusged, plnyon-juniper foothills cut by numerous, 

31 small drainaqes. Human imprints are minor." 

Skipping down a little bit. "The i\dobe Badlands 

WSA provides nany opportunities for solitude. The maze-like 

Badlands and upper pinyon-juniper veqatation effectively 

screen visitors and foster a feeling of intimacy. The slop- 

ing to?agraFhy affords sweeping views of the lower Badlands 

as well as Grand !.tesa, the Uncomoahgre Plateau, and the San 

Juan Mountains which stimulate feelings of solitude and 

remoteness." 

"The topogranhy of the Adobe Badlands offers o"t- 

standing opportunities for primitive and unconfined recrea- 

tion. The upper woodland areas Drovide excellent hunting. 

The 1% affords yearlony opportunities for hiking. horse- 

back riding, photography, and sightseeinq." 

I might also add it has interesting names, it's 

kind of like aneurotictriD through hell. You start off 

right below Hell's Hole and go right down between Devil's 

Thumb and Susie's Tit. And it's a real intcrestinq place, 

you get out in the middle of it and you're iust miles 

away from everywiere. 

Modern language has two meaninqs for bad; one is 

bad is not good, and the other is bad that it's real good. 

And I think this place is bad, and I think it should be 
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As a conservationist I also think that the conser- 

vation alternative there should be followed, that's my pref- 

erence. 

I think all three WSA~S are unique and valid 

merit and only represent, what, less than ten percent OE yor 

total plan mass here that you have taken charqe of. 

So I like them all, but I like the gorge the best. 

and I like <he gorge the best because I have been down then 

for the lasr six years running that thing for Hank and know 

it well. I probably know it better than most peoole in the 

room, except for Hank. 

I want to make a few recommendations about socci- 

fit management down there. I know that the BLH, and one 

of the only problems I have with the RLM taking it over as 

a wilderness area and the BW managing it as a wilderness 

area is the BLM is notoriously short of funds for management 

And I know this summer, for instance, they only had one 

person down there pretty much full-time, well, not even 

full-time. It's been tough to keep track of what's going on 

down there. The resouce has bee" really trashed o"t. Ally- 

one who has been down there lately, and Mark knows, and, 

of course, Caleb. it's really trashed out. 
i 

I think rather than to have voluntary regulations 

in effect dzwn there as Ear as low imnact cawing go, they 

cannot be voluntary, but they m"st be mandatory. And what 
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tney XUSL be. they :-!15t bc no wood b”rr.ina, the” must be 

flrc pan ‘ased. They r.tst .z!:c nortable stoves, ::c,, kncu, 

you cn"'L -- 

?crta'po-ti~As are a T"St, ladies 2nd oer.rlerr,e", ix 

this modern day and aqc or. the rover. It's such a friq:1r 

environment down rhere. You've oat CO pack everythinq sit 

that you oack in, inc1udir.q your own trash and hdnar ~bste. 

I would also rccom~end, and I might have sow 

frowns fro;- certain sector* In the room on this ~"e, hot 

both the trail to Chackar a-d Duncan should probab:y be -- 

the trail heads should be moved back f,~rther from the rim 

and that would weed out a few people that are abcsinq the 

area around there, and hopefully keeo the wilderness values 

~"tact that are now beinq trashed out. 

That's about it, thank you. 

.JOHN SINCW"s: Thank you, John. 

Caleb Gates. 

JON SERIPG: Jon Serinq aqai", if I would ask a 

clarifyinq question. 

;OHN a. sEKJ%vIN: Yes. 

JON SERING: You said that Chuckar and Duxan 

should bc xved hack further from the rim, do you mex -- 

JOHN 8. SESJAMIII: The whirl@ access. 

ax SERIRG: Further from the. move :he trawl 

head back so it's furrhcr frrrn ttc river? 
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perspective used in puttinq or orqar.izatlng dara. I kind o 

think that less qrazlnq ,;L)U'TP uolnq to hevr less erosion, 

less salinity. and yoo'rp noiw to !lave to dc less correcri 

nK?as"rcs. 

Throughout the book you're talking about correc- 

tlve measures In char.nel*, neaninq river ctanne1s. to 

correct salinity problens. I think if you have smart land 

"se and prevent rhese thrnys fron hnopcning that yoli arc 

not q0ir.g to have to srxnd ten times the a.-ourt of ROY; 

to correct then. I\nd I don't think I set enoaqh of that 1 

in the book. I 

Such as off-road vehicle use in the Peach Val?cv, 

that has some of the hiahcst tota? dissolved salt co"ce"- 

trate, and that off-road vehicle use seens pretty high as 

that is planned. And I think that that should be less than 

those highly sensitive areas. 

And the", lastly, I would like to see leqislacio" 

enacted sometime and somcrtcre where the BLM can have 

enforcement to write citetlons and helo keeD the Gunnison 

Gorge recreation area clean and to force private river- 

runners to have -- to act as commercial ones and carry o~t 

their garbeqc. 

Thank you. 

JOHN SIRGSAUR: Thank YOU. 

Stenhe" F. Ainchra". ,: you can spc11 your last 
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name, it's ki!ld of blurred 5erc on our sheet. 

STiiP!IFN F. HINCHVA,:: P-i-n-c-:&n-a-n. 

JOAN sIuc:.A!is: Ttark )'"C 

STEPHEN F. ,,iP:!:,,~x:;: .q na7c 1s Scenhen Ilinch-an, 

and I iivc iv paonld, I have beer. here abont a year row in 

the valley, zy work broacht me here, but if it didn't, I 

would visit it anyway. !lot to visir Lhe comunltics of 

Delta or M"ntrose, b.at to come fo the mary wild arcas that 

we have in oil= counties here. 

I'm going to speak aboct the Camel Sack wilderres: 

a:eil. You sent your exoerts in ttx2 east couple of years to 

evaluate the area's suitability for wilderness desianatio". 

Well, thr c~l"mc"ts in your little book here, they 

focnd the Camel Sack to fit thf criteria for wilderness, 

however, the recomv?"datio" is "on-suitable. 

So I oacked up the EIS and the RAP and went opt 

thcrc myself and sae"t two days and nights in the Camel 

Sack to do 3"~ ow, study. I found the Cane1 Sack to be xore 

than suitable, I follnd it delightful. 

I hope the nictnrcs that I took, which are 'xp on 

the wall back there, can make it a real "lace for some of 

Lhe people that didn't CC~ tn qo o": there. 

Tte car!yor: is not the kind of "lace that you 

cscaoe frcm go get away .'rom it all wnc" you qo t9 tix 

x;ldc:ncss, it's more like the feelinq of vou're going to 
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get to it all. And the Cane1 Sack is such a olace. 

I spent two nights up on the wind-whiwed mesa 

tops, with starry nights, hard rocky bed and soectacular 

dawns. 

The days were srxnt well, one meanderinq across 

Winter Mesa with its hot, parched grasses looking over- 

3raaed to me and fatiqued by invading sage. Lots of lonely 

?inyon trees, and I took some siestas in the cool draws. 

ieard a hawk, but it wouldn't come close enough to identify 

[t's choppy, but it's flat country in the Uncompahgre 

?lateau, even though you're up there. I enjoyed italot an 

[ hadalot of amDle opnortunity for solitude, I could tell 

t was alone. 

‘. 
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The next day was similar and quiet. From the 

:anyon walls of Roubideau Creek, lots of nonderosa pines, 

rillows and cottonwoods against the entrada. By this time 

[ was thirsty, my lone quart of water down to a few sins, 

rendering how sick I’m going to get if I drink the water 

>"t of that creekbed. I mean, yO"r cows in my wilderness 

xopagating the wild Giardia. I risked it, and also stopoe 

:o Swim in cold potholes. 

d 

Down here it's a little different; siqns of coons 

:ats and deer, and the ever present cow pie. 

I stopped many times to read the WIP/EIS, trans- 

.ating from it heavy bureaucratics into olain Enqlish. And 
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in the book will ruin the area'swilderness values. 

You estimate the current 500 recreational visitor 

days to be 50 percent of ORV use, and you say manaqinq the 

area for OR" use in the future will eliminate 250 orimitive 

recreational visitor days. Well, that's all the wimitive 

recreational visitor days. That amounts to zero Drimitive 

use of the area, people driven out by the raginq &ix cylinde 

duel carb, air polluting, earth crunching beasts. That 

combined with -- 

(L3Ughter.t 

I had to get that one in. 

But that amounts to single use, it's not the 

sacred multiple use verbage that gets passed off on us all 

the time. It's biased, it's one sided, it's off-road 

vehicle use. 

Granted there are restrictions, but BLM has, what, 

one enforcement officer in the whole area. Without enforce- 

ment, there is no real restrictions. So I throw that o"t. 

I quote from your book. "Not desiqnating the 

Camel Sack WSA as wilderness would lead to a qradual decline 

of the wilderness values throughout the NSA, primariiy as a 

result of increased ORV use." The impacts are to the soil, 

water quality, water salinity, vegetation and wildlife. 

In case you forgot, when you went o"t there you= 

missio,, was to stody the suitability of the selected areas 

136 

n-l 

37 

the wilderness qualifications that you mentioned ir. the book 

are there, indeed. There's no conpetino for mineral, oil 

and gas uses, except for a three-8 uranium rating. Nell, 

they can't even mine four-r) uranium these days. There’s 

no competition there. 

The only comoeting uses I saw were cattle qrazing, 

and off-road vehicles. In the Camel Sack it's already over- 

grazed. In fact, your plans say you will reduce the grazinq 

allotment by 20C annual unit months no matter which nlan is 

reco.nmended. A good rancher that watched his land wouldn't 

put that many cows out there in the first place. 

Yet you give the cows 6,402 acres, that's the 

best land, that's the top of Winter mesa. What you allo" 

the wildlife is the uwer part of the Roubideau Canyon and 

on Camel Back, the steep, rugged places where those cows 

can't get at, and if they could, your cowboys vould have a 

hard time getting them off of there. 

As far ds off-road vehicles ao -- anyway, I think 

the grUi"g allotX".X,t, or allotments are wrong. There is 

no concessions whatsoever to wildlife. 

On off-road vehicles, of the entire EL!! Montrose 

District, 92 percent is beinq manaqed for off-road vehicles, 

that's stated in your book here. The Cane1 Sack at 10,000 

acres Out of 480,000 surface acres is on0 CTUX-ter of one 

percent, but you Won't outlaw OR"s there. vhxc?, you ststc 
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for wrlderncss deslqnatlon. And accordinq to the 'r‘rldcrness 

Act of '64. the designation is this, a wilderness, in con- 

trast to those areas where man and his work is subjected 

to landscape, is hereby recognized as an area where the 

earth and Its coF;r.unity of life are untranpled by man, where 

man himself 1s a visitor that does not rcnain. A" area Of 

wilderness is further defined to mean in the act an area of 

undeveloped federal land retaininq the primeval character 

and influence without ncrmanent imnrovements of hunan 

habitation subjected and managed so as to reserve its 

natural conditions and which generally aooears to have been 

affected primarily by the forces of nature with the imnrint 

of man's work substantially unnotizeablr:has outstandinq 

opportunities for solitude or primitive and unconfined 

type of recreation: has at least 5,000 acres of land, or is 

of sufficient size as to make practicable its Dreservation 

and use in unimpaired condition. It may also contain 

ecological, geoloqical or other features of scientific, 

educational, scenic or historical value. 

,O"K SINGLAUB: Five minutes. 

CALEE GATES: Okay. I'" just going to ClOSe Up. 

Camel Sack meets those criteria. Your rccommenda- 

tion of nansuitable has no Justification. 

And 1'11 just read this one auote and leave it at 

that. There's a qreat deal of talk Lhcse days about saving 

26 
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' the environment. we must, for the environment sustains our 

I bodies, but as humans we also roquirc supoort for our 

3 spirits. And this is what thcsc kinds of things r:rovIdc. 

4 The catalyst Converts any physical location. any cnvironlent 
I 

5 1f you Will, into a place that is a process of exwriencing 

(I deeply. A place is a niece of the whole environment that 

I has been clained by feelings. Used singly as a life supoort 

8 system. the eacth is an environment. Used as a resource it 

e sustains our humanity. The earth is a collection of places. 

10 we never speak, for examo1e, of an environment that we have 

11 known, it is always places we have known and recall. we are 

12 homesick for places. we arc'rcmlnded of places. It's ehe sounds 

13 and smells and sights of places which haunt us and against 

11 which we often measure our presence. 

15 With your resource management plan, that wilder- 

16 ness is going to look like this oicture here, with the off- 

17 road VehiCle running right through the middle of It. 

111 Thank you. 

IO JOHN SI!mJ,"B: Thank you. 

20 nark Paigen. 

II MARK PAIGEN: Hy na?e is Mark Paigen. I live in 

13 Paoiia and I reuresent myself. 

13 I also guide down the Funnison Gcrqe, so I've been 

2. there quite a bit and I've seen it ouite a bit w;or the last 

15 L-our ytars. I 4085s 1'11 talk about that first. 
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for elk and I think those tyws of issues need to be 

addressed and a dccisio:: aade A_ -ather tha? just outting ic I 

off unti: the develoaers have put so xch aoney into it 

that they can twist your am and say *'we've gone this =ar, 

we have got to continue." 

I guess the last thir.q I want to say is that 

Delta County, Del:a and Gunnison counties are beautiful 

areas, and 13 the long term the economy is wing to rely on 

that beauty more than industry, or I should say extractive 

industry. And to look into the long term for this area is 

to preserve the natural resources that we have in pristine 

quality, and that wilderness will do that very well. 

Thank you. 

JOHN .5INm,?+"B: Thank you. 

GENE VECCHIA: I have a clarifying question, Mark 

You kind of skirted around it, are you saving on the ski 

area issue that the BW should make a decision against 

allowing the ski area -- 

MARK PAIGEK: Yes. 

GENE VECCHIA: -- 1s that what you rcal?y meen? 

MARK PAIGEIG: Yes. 

GENE "ECCHIA: Oka", thank you. Good enough. 

JOHN SINGI,AL!B: Thank you, Mark. 

CErrle Wolf. 

GERRIE I*cKF: I'C Gerrie Wolf, 706 2750 Lane, 

I 

‘i 
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I think r!,e Gurnison Gorge should be a vilderncss 

area, I think the river should be inc:uded in the wild and 

scenic river act. 

I thrnk that the RLM needs to address bob' Lhey arc 

colng to enforce regulations or. private boaters down there. 

Comerc~al boaters, by their very nature, nrotect 

the resource because :t is their living. Private boaters, 

or walk-in flshernan don't have that at stake and can build 

large fires and the L?? basically can't do a-ythlnq about 

it except ask them politely not to. 

So I think they need to have sane enZorcement 

capability like the Denartmenf of Parks and Outdoor Recrea- 

tion, which enforces the rules on commercial boaters. 

AS far as the other two wilderness studv areas, 

the Badlands and Camel Back, I feel that both of then shoule 

be designated as wilderness. According to your draft plan 

here, both of then fit the criteria. I don't see why you 

didn't recommend thorn for wllderccs-. 

As far as the Storm king area goes, I think that 

you're just 5kirtir.g the issue, that you're 5ayir.g basicall 

for five years ye won't decide either wag and we ~111 let 

the de'velopers go ahead and then WC will kind of see xhat 

happens. I don't really think that's what should be done, 

I think a decision should !;e made. 

I've heard that It' * a very inwortant cnl.,rnq area 

9 
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1 cedarcdqe, Colorado. I am sneaking for myself, ny husbarzd 

I as prrz:tee on the nL?r land in 4502. which 1s Lerrxx and 

3 454'3 which is the 3ry Creek area. 

4 Our first soncrrn is with the access proposal in 

5 everycreof your -- in everysncof your proposals yo‘~ have 

(I stared that you would like to acauire access to these lands. 

I I'm also speaking as a taxpayer and nultiole 

8 user of that plan for recreation, for huntinq, for grazing. 

9 and I do like the esthetic values that I get when I RO Out 

10 to take pictures. I do like to -- I am a nhotogravher. And 

11 I don't like the trash, and I think that people have to be 

12 educated to pick op their stuff and to carry it out. If 

13 they bring it in, take it out. 

On the Dry Creek and the Soauldlna access proposal 

we feel access to those areas would be unsuitable. BLM is 

unfenced, so that access would be to private land as well 

as your BI." land. 

Maintenance of the roads fall to the landowners 

right now. The Dry Creek road. the first mile and a half is 

used for farm machinery and falls on Drivato land. It is 

not surfaced. Openlno the Dry Creek road into the canvon, 

it's very narrow and would impact the rli)ar1an zone that 

you're concerned about. It would be -- the things WE noted 

was the salinity in the Dry Creek, which is also your 

Currant Creek. On your statement it is noted the Currant 

L I 
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Creek and the high salinity there. Cmeninq UD this canyon 

would impact that. 

If you xould open u? this canyon to unrcstrictcd 

hunting, vhlch operas up ilc!ls Hole from the bottom, you have 

a very l~mlted, there’s three si1ots in the canyon, plus 

what everybody else wants to ooen, where hunters can cams. 

~11 right. There’s one spa: in the canyon that is over- 

impacted because of hunting, the recreational value. I do 

not recommend opening up that canyon, it would also have an 

impact on the private lands. 

Livestock grazing, we want to know -- 0": questior 

there, and we are not addressing specific questions, but our 

concerns, and on these access roads across the private 

property, will they be surfaced, will they be fenced? 

If somebody drives off into one of our irrigation ditches 

is there a lawsuit. 

And we Peel, with the exception of the.access, 

we would like your present plen to remeln the saw, which 1 

think is proposal A. We do not feel the Stat" "teds any 

more rilderness areas. 

I personally have not been down in the Gllnnisor. 

Gorge where these younq ~eonle have brcn. I have heard of 

diffe;enr Folks going Jowl: Chcre, fishing and so on, and 

they enjoy it. So I can't really socak too much about the 

Gcr:nison Gorqe, hilt I do non like any more wilderness areas. 
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ly Post Office Box is 604 and I'm TCDTCBC ::r?z !v;srlf and 

I conpany bv the name of Cunrison Piver rxord~t.on;, h,ho 

xrrently opera:es on the Zunnison Gorge. and its the o:c.c?t 

Licensed outfitter in the Gunnison Gorqe. 

I would like to ask anuescion right off the bat, 

and that is it necessary that I make comments based on the 

?odificstion to the administration of the Gunnison Goroe 

at this nceting, or will the written comments stand as my 

:"mlTl~"tS? 

JOHN SIBGLAUB: Written comments carry the same 

eight as verbal.. 

HANK HOTZE: So I don't have to waste evervbody's 

time with my comments. 

JOHN SINGLWB: correct. 

GENE "ECCHIA: Hank, are "ou talkins about on the 

addition to the RAW? 

HANK ROTZE: Right. 

GENE “ECCHIA: That's a different document. 

HANK HOTZE: A nunber of neoole are commenting on 

those issues and I -- 

GENE VECCHIA: Right. Those comments can bc sent 

to Jon &ring here at tbc BLM Office. 

w.NK ""TIE: Fine. To be brief. the BP!. in I" 

opinion 1s correct 1" suggesting that the C-nnn1son Gorge 

bc designated a wildcrnesa arca, as well as a xild and 

66 
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It is discrimination. It drscriminates 2galnst the older 

qenerat,on. It discrininatps aaair.st the handicaoned, and 

0": Statr has an abundance of wlldercess areas now. 

And I'm gettin" oe;sor.al !y to the noint whore I'PI 

going to retire one of these davs and if I get to the uoint 

where I can't ride a horse I'm going to have to hike these 

areas, and I would like to be able to see then and enjoy 

them. And the people who drive through these areas do not 

cause a lot of destruction, it's the oerson who gets o"t anC 

hikes and gets into the areas where the nor-al person or the 

elderly or the handicapped. the real young ca.nnot get. 

When I was younger I did do some of this hiking 

into some wilderness areas, and I -- sow of OUT rnvironmcnt 

alists are, 13 the days of t?e hionies, and it was -- the" 

did not take care of what they did. 

I know I'm in the minority right now at this 

aeet1nq. but perhaos -- I think -- let me glance throuqh 

this and set if there's anything else that I had OP there. 

I got carried away. I think that's it. Thank 

you. 

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank :,ou. 

Hank Aotze. Did I pronounce that correctl"? 

HANK HOYLE: Yeah, that's fine. 

~Laoghter., 

41~ nane is Han'< sotze, and I live in Hotchkiss, 

17 

7:'s my ncrccntion that, base? on what I've read 

rn y"r:r 'X'lldcrncss Su-,n?erent to the WL!!", the ?dobe Bodlan 

2nd CT.- Camrl %ck or xoubideac also ouallCy <or wilderness 

!c,r:qnaLior. And tb.rrse arias ai- currcntlv pr:stine, and 

:! 'y harbor lots of wildlife, and the" are some of the best 

'"1r.q~ :n the area. And somethirc that ncoble continue to 

,vr,ri.?ak is that :h"se r‘2S"L,fCf?S are finite. Khat we are 

lesiqn.%ting here, w are deterninino t!lat VP should destroy 

s0me:hir.q that can't be reoaired, and these areas c:~rentlv 

are not being osed mmercral,y to any value :hnr we kr.ov of, 

And they should be preserved, esDecially in light 0: the 

decline -- some of the ~coole 1" this room have a vested 

interest in these areas, and I auoloqize, hut a fact is a 

fact -- that the decline in aariculture, and the decline in 

ninina in the State of Colorado and the State Fovernment's 

direction to promote tourism and recrecation. These areas 

provide, or will orovidr the finest of those things. If 

we destroy t!em at this noint for no real reason, as you 

have admitted in vour nlar., there's no real justification, 

then those arcas ~111 be q”ne. 

.l 
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They ?ay at the gas station: and at hotels and restaurants, 

and they're buyinq crafts, and they're bovin,; Tr;llt BP.? tiev 

leave, the pcO"lr that hand out ;tese dollars. RZd thy 

give rhe loca: ecor.omv n tremen8ws boost, and if voli 

destroyed these thlnos you vi11 never he able to hrino them 

back. 

And there are lot of develooed lands in Colorado, / 
I 

and I don't think there are enough lands that aren't 

developed. 

Also these areas arc nrovidinq, as I say, habitat 

for animals, and you know that hunting and fishinq is a very 

large business and is growixa all the time. 

The other thins that I would -- another thinq I 

would like to nention is that Stern King, the whole issue of 

Storm King should be brouqht out in the ouen and you all 

should make a decision, nut vour foot in the bllcket and let 

us know what vou're thinklna, because Storm Kinu to re -- 

I know that you can't lake an ecowmic judqment as to the 

!mteztlal benefit of a ski area to an area, but there are 

a lot of ski areas around the State that aren't doinq well 

at all and that have destroyed save nrime habitat and so-e 
I ( 

beautiful acreage for the guess that there will be a 

trertextous ftturc in skiinc. And I belleve -.hat the Storm 

Kin? 1s tte sane becciase of the comnftitian that tnrv are 

?anl;n(; with: TeLl~r~de, Crcstc? Suete, tie Asoe3 com:;iex. 

n 

SC 

towards educntlon frrst and erforcamont seconl. Rllt thw 

should hove the dual capability. 

21!4 FFK'Js3w: You're thin>irc then of citations 

anr! -- 

HANK HCTZL: That woul? Se the aost efficient 

thing, to have somebody that cou!d do both of those. -her. 

you wouldn't have a cocn1e, tlxee or four "eonle on the 

payroll, some dornq some arc! some doan<, the other. %"=a- 

tion is the key, but it hasn't ,worked so far. 

Jr" FERGUSOK: Thar.k you. 

JOHN SIliOIALiS: Thank you. 

Robin Nicholoff. 

ROSIN NICHOLOPF: My wmc is rtobin, R-o-b-i-n, 

Nicholoff, N-i-c-h-o-l-o-f-f. I'm soeaking for myself and 

my family. 

I thank you for the onoortunity to comment or. thi 

draft EIS for the Oncorxpahqre Basin TIcsource Vananemrnt Pla 

The first problem I encountered in reading this 

docoment was the extreme ueneral a::r>rcac!, to al, res"urccs, 

both 13 their dcscrlption and manaccncnt ootions, ~mnacts 

and possible mitirjation meas:~res. I find it difficult t" 

torment s~ccif~cally on snneehlnq thee IS so broad brushed 

In nnrurc and uhirk orIer5 so llttlc in WBY of :letailcd 

analysis. 

?or cxamnlc, : rcfrr to ttc !:nconnahgrc Sasin 
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You read in the oaoer all the tixe about Powdexhorn, 

1 Powderhorr. is dying on the vine, it's another cistake. 

. 
Stern King will be another mistake. 

I The only other thina that I have to say is that 

5 as you xke thcsf dcsiqnations, ar.d as you make those 

I suggestions, that BLM has qot to take resoonsibility for 

' 1 enforcement. I know that you have an enforcement oerson, 

8 or maybe tw", but that's not enouqh. There has to he money 

0 in the budget every year allocated to enforcement to main- 

10 tair. the integrity of these lands. 

II Ry other ooint is that some of these areas need 

II maintenance, and you all -- esoecially in the Gannison Gorge, 

13 that seens to be deoendinq on the outfitters to maintain 

II the place, and the outfitters have been maintaining it for 

IS a long time. But the SLM really has the resoonsibility. 

lit are paying our taxes, and we are Dayinq user fees and 

cxpcctina SUM to take that responsibility. 
I 

18 So, thanks for the onoartunitv to comment here 

19 tonight. 

20 JclllN SINGLAUS: Thank you, Hank. 

II JIM FERGUSON: Yv enforcement, do YOU mean bv 

22 citat:on type enforcement, or soneone like the indivldaal 

13 that we have had working there this sux~er? 

II HANK HOTZE: They have to have that 2ual caoacity. 

15 IL's a maneqcmant er+usis that really should be oriented 
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resource area crazing FIS of 1979, which offered very 

snecific condit1or.s 7~ndcr which, for ins;ance, Che nrnctice 

3f chaining could occur. 

Sbilarly you went to the Southwest l'tah coal 

:eglon REIS,.it offers specific exclusions of areas of coal 

?evelopment, dctailed mitioation measures, etc. 

Yore recenrly the PAW for the Gunnison Gorce 

gives the vublic precise coneirions for the nunnison Corqe 

excIl*e me, precise conditions that would result in, for 

eX.3lllple. the reduction of the number of commercial float 

hrius through the Gunnison Goroe. And I would like to 

co.nwnd the SL!! at this point for their anal.ysis that was 

done in that RAW. 

This document, however, is totally lacking in sue 

specificity, and consequently is probablv in violation of 

the Federal Land Policy nanaqement Act of 1976. 

Nonetheless, I offer a few observations which I'1 

try to keen brief. I'm concerned with the manner in which 

public access would be required into various areas, soeci- 

Cicly the Roatcap acd Jay Creek area. The EIS does .& 

indicate any consultation with private lar.downers. That 

leaves to a lot 0' ouestions. '.:ill the acouisition be 

through purchase of rights of way or through condemnation. 

hcesaid rights of wav are acouired, will the W.U. bc 

rcsnonsible for maintenance of them. Will BLX indicate 

29 
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which lands are private and which are oublic. How Vlll 

restrictions of off-road vrhicle use bc rnrorcrd. The i3I.u. 

personnel aooarently have no citation authority, which raker 

e:,forcenent extrer?e1y a"estio"ablc. 

On a right-of-way thar !v.sses throuoh nrivate 

lend and accesses a public land, rill BLM install Culverts 

and other devices to control erosion and sediment loadino 

of riparian zones. 

These questions and others naturally occur iQ the 

minds of the public while readino this SIS. 

The environmental impactc invasioncy actlone are 

simply not addressed. 

I'm concerned with SLM's ability to follow its 

own regulations and constraints "laced upon it by this and 

supporting documents. For examole, the aforementioned 

grazing EIS states on paoe l-39 that "eouioment would 

reach the job site over exiatinq roads or trails." And 

this is with regard to chainina and reseeding projects. 

On oaqe l-24 it states "neither tezvorary or 

Dernanent trails will be construc:ed to fence sites, water 

developments, or vegetation conversion sites.' And con"er- 

sion sites include chalninqs. 

The grazinn EIS calls for fencina the south 

boundary of ~oatcap,~ay creek allotzents, and for water 

projects to occur orior to vcqetative manioulation, yet 

all of thrsc end other specifications were violated when 

on Scprcmber 19, 1982, bulldozers under con;rect t" the 

Surea" of Land H~nacenen: tresrmssed on that orivate land 

to bcqin imralcre?tetioc 05 the Wolf Park chainings oroiect. 

Page 4-j of the Grozinc ETS states that "if 

nodifications are needed into existinn rA?Ps, an environmental 

assessment IeDort would be conoleted Drier to inolementation." 

Several days after site work had been done on the Wolf Park 

chainings, the SLM District !!anacer issued a NEPA categori- 

cal exclusion in flagrant violation of Federal law and 

agency recommendations or regulations. 

I wish that you not misunderstand me, I'm not 

opposed to livestock grazino on public lar?ds, nor to inposinG-- 

to lmpraving grazing conditions for wildlife and livestock. 

I'm opposed to eatablishinq regulations and procedures, 

priorities and plans for innlementation of objectives, and 

turning around 180 degrees and not following them. 

I Doint to that older document as a -- well, for 

obvious reasons, but partlv in contrast to this current 

document. I feel that the EIS is inadeouate in its lay:"" 

out to the public whet the agency wishes to do. how it vi11 

do it and the inpacts, either zosltive or neqative, of 

doinq it. 

?r~efly on just a cocnle of other noints, I can 

find no 3ustification for not incl=dinq the Camel Sack and 
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Adobe Badlands wilderness study areas for not recommending 

inclusion in the wilderness system. 

I'm concerned with inadequate nonitorino of 011 

and qan actlvltirs, oart~cular i:! rhe Xuddv Creek area. 

There have been instances of o:l slicks in the ?aonla 

Reservoir and pollution has occurred to West Muddy Creek 

from oil and qas onerations. "here has also been illesal 

dumping of production water from oil and aas activitv in 

thePeachValley area, resultinq I" pollution of irriqation 

ditches. 

On the Storm Kinq ski area with the 11.5. Forest 

Service's -- 

JOHN SINGLA"s: Five minutes. 

ROSIN NICHOL"FT: Pardon? 

JOHN SINC.LAUs: Five minutes, 

ROBIN NICHOLOFF: -he U. S. Forest Service recent1 

approved two new areas near Paaosa Sprinos, we are looking 

at the expansion of the vail ski area by 50 nercent, 

?owderhorn is expanding. There are many for sale signs at 

ski areas around Colorado. I ,"st wonder. do we really need 

another ski area, swcificallv one that may impact critical 

?lk habitat. 

I guess since my time is uo I'll defer other 

comments to wrItten form. Thank you. 

30"N SIRG,ALlS: 'hank "0". 
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;ohn Green. 

JOiiN GR33ME' I, 'S croome, G-r-o-o-m-e? 

JOHN s1v;iAI:a: I qwss it 1s. I'm sorry, did 

you catch ny apology at the beqinninq. 

JOHN GROOME: That's hard to read. 

!ly name is John 6roomo and I live at paohla, and 

I would like to comment on three thinqs. 

First of all, I'd like to soy thank YOU to the 

BLE: for their wilderness designation for the Cunnison Gorqe. 

I think it needs it. I think also the Camel Back and the 

Adobe Badlands meet all the criteria for wilderness. 

Wlldcrness is .? dininishinq r‘csource within this country, 

and we need to preserve all that we can. 

And 1'11 make my comments very brief. As far as 

the Storm King ski area site, I cannot believe that the 

811 proposes a five year grace period in which develoDers 

may prcceed with the ski area, after which the SLM might not 

allow the= to develop. I mean, if you know anything about 

the way big business operates and money sneaks, if the 

developer puts millions of dollars into an area over a five- 

year period, there is no YW that the SLY will say no to the 

Storm King ski area. 

Thank you very much. 

JOHh‘ SINGIAVS: Thank YOU, John. 

Jerry Price. 
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Rare:, 

A couo1e of thlnos I wanted to comment or. YOUI. 

access program has been bro\lqht UD be'ore, we hove two ar.d 

a half Il?es of access across our oublic lands to yet to a 

few hundred-acres of BLH. WC pick ~11) bushels of trash; 

beer bottles, ca.ns, pacer. WC have deer shot rlcht Out 

in front of oayinc hunters, ueoole that st"" On your access 

road across our land and shoot them. 

AS far as our yrazinq, we do.3 lot of erosion 

control, we put in ponds that stop sane of this erosion 

that people are corwlaininq abol;t that grazing ca:1scs. we 

seed. We chain. we put up fences. Ar.2 we oay a fair 

am"unt of money to put those cattle On -.hat land. All we 

read is articles about we Yet Cree qrazinq. I've yJt. over 

$3,000 worth of my men's waacs into takino cart OF J +C* 

h:ndred acres of BIA that 1 cross in three 5~)'s ilrd come 

back in two days. 

I':'? rs:ir zy horw into cornfrres that sore Of 

these backpackers hn',c ::?lt Out there and they find jilt that 

they can carry a 16 ounce CA" of sonethin:, out to the field, 

'but they cax'tcarry a 2 Ounce cat back. 

I had to oay a uermit to be there, and they irr- 

syxt me real heavy, and if I leave my junk out there I 

get fined. I somrizcs set fined for some of their ink, 

too. 

So I think let's all look at the whole nicture. 

I agree with some of the people that there's a lot of thinq: 

that should be in this book that aren’t there. There’s somt 

thinos in that book that shouldn't be thcr~. YOU k”““, I 

don't want to be specific becaosc I don't think the book 

was all that specific On some of the areas. 

I see a lot of lines drawn across my nrivatc lard, 

and everybody c!~s.'s. that says that on this side of the linf 

we can JO t!l15 and "3 zhat side we can do that. SOX? of 

that lend that you want to do thiws to isn't yours. some 

of it's xine. 

I think let's al! look at the bio nictxre. I 

think maybe if we sit dovr. for a meetinu like this, this 

one gent1en.x siqgested earlier, you heard ny crins and I 
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:mvlny hunccrs come 1~. all those elk and those deer qrr(ze 

off from It. Drank omit of those oonds. DOWN to my ha> 

fjc:d and cat n;\f hay. 

And I know tte 3e~artmcnt of Wildlife! 0.3~5 SORC 

of these 2enple for that, but I like Rood. fat deer and 

elk to st"": I" the fall, so we don't bother to Put in to 

have thei7 "a,. us back. 

so 1 just thrnk that a lot of neonle stand "3 

here an< say I've qot mine, I want to stoo evervbody else 

from gettiny theirs, whether it be a ConserVatiOniSt. a 

rancher. a hunter, or who it is. &cause we see soncthinn 

that we think we want is not a reason that we should shut 

""t everybody else. I think we can work together. 

We put some trails through these areas that maybe 

the ten.! off-road vehicles isn't right, let's put a trail 

in that area that a vehicle should follow, let's nake it a 

trail vehicle, whatever its classification might be. 

The lady addressed us here a little while ago 

fir.ds 1t very difficult to walk and go clear dew:) into these 

areas that might be deslqnated wi?derness. 1-n a11 for 

wilderness. I get clear outinthe middle of it on horseback 

and have some of the same feelinqs the otter oentlencn do. 

t!owcver , sonctires when I find one of them takin? 

their cool Ilo in the nice cold pocket of writer, it makes 

zy wife reel a l~ttlr funny "her. thw are aups and it nakcs 
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1 That's all that I've qot to say. 

mm SlKGxl:H: Thank "ou. 

Is there anyone who signed UD to swak who would 

like to speak at :his tiw? 

In consrderat~on of the hour, and the hardness 

of the seats, would the two or three individuals that I Cut 

heard yourg~;;es and if we out it all toqether WE would 

set sorewhere. 

off like to have an additional five .minutes to speak? 

Bill? 

w. N. BRUNNER: pass. 

JOHN SINGLAUB: Steve? 

STEPHEN P. HINCHMAN: Pass. 

JOHN SINGLWB: I’d like to remind you again that 

written comments will be accepted until November 5th. they 

do carry the same weight as the oral statements received 

tonight. 

I would like to thank all of you for takinq your 

time to come here this evening. including BIA emoloyees 

on their own tune. 

This concludes the hearinq. 

Thank you very ml;ch. 

(Hearinq adjourned., 
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recomendar~ons to the cuments of the Colorado En”lr”“menfa1 

Coalition. Kirk Koepsel vlll be presenting those later. I do 

hsve some specrflc ~~mmenfs reqard~ng the recommendations in 

the wlldeeness supplement that I’d like to make. 

First of all, I’d lrke to recommend the 

desrgnarion -- the recommendation and designation -- 

hopefully, I” the future, along with many. many thousands of 

more acres in Colorado on SLH land. 

I’d like to recommend designation of Camel 

Sack, the Cunnison Gorge, and the Adobe Badlands areas as 

wrlderness. 

I have sose genera1 reasons fclf fhat. Plrst 

Of all, these areas, unlike all the other deslgnared 

vrlderness areas -- almost exclusively 1” Colorado, so far. 

and to a large extent in the west -- these areas are low 

elevation areas and 1n and of itself, for the geologic, 

ecologic, climarolcg~cal reasons that low elevation implxs 

are valuable in and of themselves. 

They offer diverse ecotypes, these areas, 

than currently exist I” the wilderness system. 01verse 

geologrc types than currently exxst: More specifically, these 

areas offer winter range and wrnter recreation. They offer 

ecosystem diversity. They offer rlparlan habitat of a 

significant and drfferent type. And these three areas 

hopefully can be protected by wilderness deslgnatron from 
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officlal.5 of federal, state, or local agencies who wish to 

tesrlfy at this hearing? 

IN0 response.) 

NR. SINGLAUB: Okay. If not, I’ve had a 

request by a gentleman from Colorado Springs who’d like to 

get home before dawn to speak first. John Stansfleld. 

NR. STANSPIELD: Where do you want us to 

speak from? 

NR. SINGLAUB: Could you come up to the 

podium please and state your name, address, and who you 

r.ZprC5.Xlt7 

MR. STANSPIELD: My name is John Stansfield, 

S-t-a-n-s-f-i-e-l-d. I’m represnting the Pikes Peak Group of 

Sierra Club. I’m the conservation chair. I’m also a member 

of the Canyon City District Bureau of Land Management 

advisory committee representing the ~nrerest of 

environmental protection. 

I have 15 years plus of sporadic wilderness 

study experience on both national forest and SLH lands, and 

over the last 10 years most especially on BLH lands. I was 

also a member of the Wantrose Drsrrict Gunnlson wildland and 

Scenic River Study advisory group when the study was first 

initiated. 

I’d like to defer my comments and perhaps a 

little bit of the txne involved in them on the P&P 

, 1 
L-l 

20 

I : excessI”c OH” use, or any OH” “se, and preserved for s”ch 

12 

13 

4 

2 

2 

I/ valuable things, given their unique nature as scientific 

study. 

I have speclflc experience with two of the 

three areas and have read some about the Adobe Badlands. I 

I would recommend Adobe Badlands o” the recomendat~on of 

others and the readxngs and the slide shows which I’ve seen. 

!I 
Gunnison Gorge 1s a unique area. The 

relationship of the river and the wild land surrounding 

that 1s a marvelous relationship and should, of course, be 

protected 

II 
Camel Back is another area which I have 

personal experience. An area perhaps wIthout the grand 

scenery of Gunnison Gorge. but with a grandeur of its own, 

and with a wild quality of its own in terms of opportunities 

for solitude for the kind of primitive recreation which I’ve 

7 (: experrenced there. Gunnison Gorge is not only a wilderness 

8 

1 

candidate. but should be a designated wilderness. 

9 Thank you very much. 

0 ,( NR. SINGLAUB: 

1 ! 

2 

I 

Thank you, John. 

I’ll now go down through the list of speakers 

in the order they sxgned in. 

3; car1 Gerrty 

4 :i MR. GSRITY: Thank you for this opportunity 

to present these comments regarding rhe Draft Uncompahgre 
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Basin Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact 

statement. 

HR. SINGLAUB: EXCUse me. could you give 

your name. your address -- 

"N. GERITY: I will. My name is Carl Gerity 

and I represent Win" Coal Company. My address is 5532 

McIntyre Street, Golden, Colorado, 80403. 

The Tomahawk nine which is operated by Quinn 

Coal Company is in temporary cessation end is maintained on a 

standby basis. 

The mine is located in Section 10, Township 

13 South, Range 95 West, Delta County, Colorado, on private 

owned surface and coal rights. Most of the lands surrounding 

this property are private surface ownership and have federal 

coal ownership. According to the current MT plat of this 

township, the federal lands in Sections 1 through 12 are all 

classified as coal lands. 

According to the Resource Management Plan, the 

lands under discussion are classified in management units A-6 

under the current management alternative, B-1 under the 

production alternative. C-24 under the conservatlo" 

alternative, and D-15 under the preferred alternatiVe. 

First, the current management alternative. 

Although coal leasing is not excluded under the A-6 

management unit, it is not a priority. Since the only 

L-3 
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Bill Foreman. 

MR. POREHAN: My name 1s Bill Porcma". I 

live at 803 Ithaca Drive in Boulder, Colorado. 

First off, I'd like to say that I'm very 

pleased to see that the GunnlSo" Gorge has been recommended 

for wilderness protection designation by E&M. HOWeVer. I 

would like to encourage addltlonal recommendation of the other 

two large bites, Camel Back and Adobe Badlands for 

preservation and protection under wilderness designation. 

'One thing that was stated in the opening 

comments was that water quality is being impacted by the 

utilxzario" I" the area. It's pretty obvious that wilderness 

desrgnation would help protect these areas from over-grazing 

and off-road vehicle use. And that's probably tw, of the 

major reasons why the soil 1s ending up in the water and the 

like, and the vegetation is being eroded. So I would like 

to encourage you to have these other two areas, Camel Back 

and Adobe Badlands, as protected areas. 

In addition, I'd like to recommend 

elimination of cattle grarlng in two other important areas. 

Escalante Canyon and the Pairvlev Research Natural area. And 

as stated in the Draft EIS, i" the whole Uncompahgre Basin. 

95 percent of the land IS being used for cattle grazing. 

That seems lrke a" inordinately large amount of land being 

used for that purpose. I’d like to recommend substantial 

I 

34 
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federal interests I" Sections 3, 4, 9 and 10, Township 13 

South, Range 95 west 1s in the subsurface resources, and as 

these resources are contiguous to an operarIng mine, and as 

they are classified by GLu Order as coal lands, Sections 3, 

4. 9, and 10 should be included in the management unit A-l as 

are the ad3acent Sections 2 and 11 to the east and Section 8 

to the vest. 

Under the production alternative. the 

management unit B-1, as classified, 1s suxtable for this 

?.lter"acI"e. 

Under the conservation alternative, the 

management unit C-24, as classified, is suitable for this 

a1rernatrve. 

Under the preferred alternative. agal", 

although coal leasing is not excluded under the D-15 

management "rot, it is not a priority. Again, a6 federal 

estates include only subsurface rights, and as these lands 

are contiguous to private lands with an operating mine, and 

as they are classitled as coal lands by Governmental Land 

Office Order, Section 3, 4, 9 and 10. Township 13 South. 

Range 95 west should be placed into the management unit D-7 as 

are the adjacent Sections 2 and 11 on the east and Section 8 

on the *est. 

Thank you very much. 

MR. SINGLAUB: Thank you, Carl. 
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reduction 1" that urrlrzatio" for both cattle grazing and 

2 ; also off-road vehicle utll~zatlon. 

3 ,i Thank you. 

MR. SlNGLAUB: Thank you, Bill. 

3 Kirk Cunningham. 

6 I MR. CUNNINGHAM: MY name 1s Kirk Cunningham, 
I 

7 I live at 680 Tantra Drxve, Boulder, 80303. I'm conservation 

8 chairman of the Sierra Club in Colorado, but I'll be speaking 

9 for myself tonlgbt, and someone else from the club should be 

IO 

I 

delivering the club’s comments I” Hontrose. 

11 I'm here to lend my support on behalf of 

:2 ,, 
,3 I; 

the three wilderness study areas that are mentioned in the 

14 j 

15 
I 

document, and I would like to thank SLW for recommending 

Gunniso" Gorge. I. think certainly its notoriety 11s a 

possible wild and scenic river -- part of a wrld and scenic 

16 

I 

river area -- cerra~nly IS its own recommendation. and the 

‘7 / area itself deserves it just by itself on the basis of its 

10 1: 
m !, 

own properties. I think that's a good recommendation. 

19 .' The other two -- see no reason from the 

20 '/ I document, to the extent that I'm familiar with it, to drop 

21 ;; them. As far as I can see. there is no convincing or eve" no 

27 ,i 

,I 
rationale qxve" for dropping the areas. They do not seem to 

73 

( 

have any slgnlficant mineral conflicts. They seem to have 

2P reasonable wildlife and other natural values and other 

25 wilderness supplement values, and there 1s no good reason why 



they should be dropped out. 
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C i, I’m not famllrar with the areas personally, 

3 but I would Luke to be someday, and I would rather that they 

y not be roaded (phcnet~c) or otherwise developed by the time 1 

5 

61 

get there. 

The three together only represent slrghtly 

i I under nine percent of the public lands, the BLM lands, in the 

2 ,i resource area. 1 don’t think this is too much to ask that we 

g I have those areas I” wilderness. 

I’d llke to support also the recommendat~a” 

68 

28 
69 

in the document that there be two special areas protected, 

the Escalanre Canyon and the Fairview Resource Natural area, 

although I think some txghter stipulations be placed on those. 

particularly for oil and gas exploration. 

And I will be submitting comments for the club 

as far as water quality values and riparian values 1” the 

Pl.3”. 

Thank you. 

MR. SINGLAUB: Thank you, Kirk. 

Todd Robertso”. 

HR. ROBERTSON: Okay. My name is Todd 

Robertson. 1 live at 6538 East Milan Place in Denver, 

Colorado, here tonight representing myself. 

I’d like to start off by saying that I 

recommend vrlderness designation for all three of the WSAs in 
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There 1s soal putent,a1 I” the ““rzher” part, ,ut the coal 

xndustry shows little interest in developing the area because 

of poor access, And. finally, this area also has threatened 

basin hookless cactus and endangered spineless hedgehog 

CJ.Ct”S. 

In addition, the plan States that “SA I” the 

resource area would provide a season of “se, marnly the early 

spring and late fall, xn the winter time for recreatxon and, 

so far I” Colorado, there is limited use during this time of 

year in the already designated wilderness areas. 

A couple more comments on the proposed Storm 

King Ski Area. I feel the ski area would destroy the 

critical elk calving ground an@ also the Escalante Canyon 

proposed ACEC should be designated on the area to prohlblt 

livestock grazing more than is said by the BLH, since the 

area 1s protected for the critical plant species. And I feel 

that increased or sustained cattle grazing on the area would 

destroy the reso”rce. 

That’s xt. 

MR. SINGLAUB: Thank you, Todd. 

Earl Jones. 

MR. JONES: My name i.5 Earl Jones, I live at 

3035 O’Neal Parkway, “nlr S, as rn Sam. 21, Boulder, 80301. 

TO start out, with regard to the RHP, I have 

to say that this 1s the most dlfflcult IIMP to read that I’“e 

68 
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the resource area. I believe that as there’s increased 

? demands by the human popular~ons in the State of Colorado, 

,i -i I, 
: I/ 

the few remalnlng primitive habitats and ecusystems that are 

found should be protected. 1’Ye bee” to numerou5 BLM areas 

5 

r6 

on the Colorado Western Slope. I’m shocked by the amount of 

ORV use and its accompanying habItat destruction and visual 

degradation. i 

2 

9 

i D 

Ii 

iz 

13 
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I would llke to thank the BLM for its 

recommended wrlderness deslgnatlon for the Gunnison Gorge 

area and I also feel the two other WSAs should be recommended 

as wilderness areas. 

Looking over the documents I found no reasons 

for the two areas stated as beng non-suitable for 

wrlderness areas. A few of the thrnge I” the Camel Back WA 

that 1 thought should make it recommended for wllderncss is 

to protect endangered plant species in the area. It would be 

an excellent habitat to Introduce desert big horn sheep, it’s 

critical for deer and elk in their winter range, and also 

hebxtat for cyotes, raccoons, and mountain lions. Also. if 

there 1s no wilderness designation on this area, it’s likely 

that OR” use ~111 gradually destroy vlld values of the area. 

The Adobe Badlands WSA. A few tlungs that I 

2' found why it should also carry a wilderness designation is 

24 ! that BLH stated in the technical supplement poor mineral 

?5 ‘I development, as seen by four 011 and gas wells that were dry. 

I 28 

seen yet. and, as a result, I don’t really fee, I can comment 

on it at this paint. I hope to submit vr~tten comments later 

on. 

*lth regard to the vllderness technical 

5 supplements on the other hand, I do have some comments. TO 

6 ! *tart out, generally an the subject of wilderness, my 

, ‘i 
experience of the process of wilderness preservation in this 

3 country has Tended to remind me of the line, -What’s mine is 

9 ,i mrne, and what’s yours is negotiable,” in the sense that it 

io ‘, seems that land that’s been set aside for nnneral extraction, 

;1 1 for logging, for livestock qrazlng, that seems to be 

12 untouchable. B”t when we start ralkxng about roadless lands 

13 that qualify for wilderness, everybody wants a little chunk 

i4 of what’s left. And so we lock at these rcadless areas. We 

15 rake out a little chunk for minerals, and a chunk far 

16 ‘I 
II 

logging , and a chunk for 11vestock. and most of the time what 

17 ! ends up we decide or you decrde isn’t worth desrgnatlng 

wilderness anyway because there’s not enough left of it. And 

I don’t agree with that. I feel that at some point, if we’re 

going to be serious about protecting wilderness. we just have 

to say this 1s it. NO more. We’re going to save everything 

I+.‘“. got left. Maybe we’ll go back and look at the lands 

that have already been taken up, and maybe we can save some 

of that and protect it, too. And I thznk that point has 

arrived 1n this co”,,try. And specifically vrth regard to 

FEDER.L nEPORTI*O IERWCE WC. 



136 

68 

28 

II L-6 

29 

the Wilderness Technical supplement here, I've looked this mispronounced your name. 

over and you've had your three "llderness study areas. There 

appears t" be no reason not to desrgnate a11 three Of them as 

E 
vrlderness. OkdY? 

c. 
You're eecommend~ng Gunnison Gorge. I thank 

'6 you for that. But with regard to the other two, looking at 

7 your own impact analysis I" Camel Back, If we designate that 

as wilderness, you say it has no antrcipated unpact on mineral 

9 
res""rces. It would have the same mpact on livestock 

C grazing as your prop"sed actlo". And wlrh regard to 

1 recreation, there would only be, rn essence, a shift from 

2 motorized to non-motorized recreation. And I" there I see 

3 no reason not to designate that ds wilderness. 

'4 With regard to Adobe Badlands, yeah, 

5 designation of wilderness. Your "v" word, I'C would have a 

D negligible impact on coal productlo". Otherwise, no impact 

7 on minerals. Same impact on the salrnlty and on livestock 

9 grazing as your proposed actlo", and the recreation would 

9 actually be signlflcantly increased over the proposed action. 

'0 Agaln, I see no reason not to designate that as wilderness. 
:j 

And so I hope you will reconsider and 

22 recommend all three of these areas for v~lderness. 

23 Thank you. 

24 

25 

HR. SINGLALIB: Thank you, Earl. 

Karen Ho111"er? I apologize If 1 

I 
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I 

I don't ha"e any strong restrlct1""s on this area. I’d like to 

2 : also recommend rhat you don't permit livestock, that you do a 

I 
j j minoral vlthdraval, and I guess you also want to rmprove 

camprng and bathing facilltles. I don't really thrnk that 

that's appropriate ir: an area of crltlcal environmenral 

concern. And I'd like to recommend the same restrrctlons for 

the Pairvlew Research National Natural Area. 

These three .sreas together make up 8.6 

percent of the entire area of the Uncompahgre Basin that 

IO I you’re lookxng at. and that's a really small amount of land 

II to ask for, I think. for wilderness. The Forest Service -- 

:2 15 percent of the Forest Ser"lce area 1s wrlderness, so 

13 what we're askrng for 1s half. 

14 I hope you take these recommendations into 

I5 consideration. Thank you. 

:6 : MR. "ECCHIA: John, I have a question to 

17 i clarify something. On the Escalante area and the other one, 

I8 1 you said you wanted a mineral withdrawal. Is that total 

:9 j minerals or 011 and gas or everythIng? Y”“‘re talkrng about 

20 I/ ' 

;; Ii y;:‘:z, 

WIthdraw from total minerals? 

MS. HOLLI"ER: Yeah. I think they're really 

23 j; 
MR. "ECCHIA: 

II 

You mean all minerals? That's 

24 all I needed to know. 

25 MS. MOLLIVER: Rlghf. 
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3 
MS. MOLLJ”ER: My name is Karen Molliver, H- 

o-l-l-I-"-e-r. I love on Flagstaff Star Route I" Boulder. 

I'd like first to express my approval of your 

decision to recommend Gunnlson Gorge, but I'd also like to 

ask why not Camel Back and Adobe Badlands as well. According 

to the management plan. there are no serious conflicts. 

Attempts at 011 and gas and coal mining weren't very 

productive. obviously there 18 nor very much timber. 

There's some grazing, but that doesn't seem to be rn conflict 

wrth wilderness either. 

Both areas have excellent wilderness 

qualities, ds you stated 1" the management plan. They're 

primarily affected by the forces of nature. There are very 

few human imprints and outstanding opportunities for solitude. 
6 / 

In addition, in each of these areas there's an 

7 ;' endangered species of cactus which would really benefit from 

3 ,, vllderness designation. 

You stated I" the management plan that 

whether these areas were designated wilderness or not would 

have no affect on the status of these species. I have a hard 

time lmaginrng that ORVS and Increased grazing wouldn't have 

an affect on these endangered species. 

of crrtical envrronmental concern, the Escelante Canyon. YOU 
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I 
HR. “ECCHIA: yes. 

1 ‘: MS. !lOLLIYEH: Thank you. 

3 i MR. SINGLAUB: Thank you. 

4 I 
1 Rocky Smith. 

i MR. SMITH: My ndme is Rocky Smrth. I live 

6 at 1030 Pearl, Number 9, I” Denver. and I'd like to talk 

frrst about vrlderness. The need for wilderness I think has 

gjl 
been pretty well established. We need to have some land that 

Is off llmlts to development that we can say with confidence 

~111 not be developed and provrde a refuge for all the 

development arovnd it. Wilderness provides outstanding 

opportunrtles for primitive recreation and solitude. 

Our exrsting wilderness system is okay as far 

as lt goes. We have quite a few acres in the wilderness 

System and Some yet to be determrned. but most, not all, but 

most of our exlstrng vxlderness 1s what I call rock and ice. 

High altitude, high peaks, and that's very beautiful, but a 

lot of it is inaCcesslble in the wxnter basically unless you 

want to hike or ski a long, long way. Hike on snow shoes or 

ski. So there's definitely a need for the low elevation 

wilderness. As an earlier speak said. these low elevatron 

areas often have different ecosystems, different geology, 

they're available for year round use. They often don't 

require a long, long hike because the areas are small, so 

they're available to a lot of people. And I think the BLH has 

35 
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a responsrbllity to provide a certain amount of this 

wilderness for the people of Colorado and the people of the 

ndtlon to use and enjoy and provide refuges from development. 

In tbls llghc, the reccmmendatlons are not 

entirely to my l~klng. I do like the recommendation for 

Gunn~son Gorge to be wilderness. This Srea is, I understand, 

quxte outstandrnq for river based recreaflon and also land 

based recreation. I’,,, glad co see you recommended xt. 

I don’t really understand, however, why the 

BLM did “at recommend the other two areas for wilderness 

designation. There appear to be very few Conflicts. Camel 

Back, especially, has low mmera1 potentEl1. There are no 

ex~stlng leases or claims according to the Wilderness 

Technical Supplement. There are three species of threatened, 

endangered. or candidate for one of those listings, species 

of plants. And under the preferred alternative, this area 

would be managed, I believe partially for rrparlan 

management, which protects rlparla” ecoS,‘stemS. And also 

there vould be lxmits placed on off-road vehrcle “Se. It 

seems to me that wxlderness Would accamplish the same goals 

and probably do them juSr as well, if not better. 

AlSO, I believe Camel Back is contiguoun to 

some Poresr Service areas on the Uncompahgre Plateau that 

were at one time recommended for wilderness. and maybe 

someday putting two vllderness systems. so I believe Camel 

L-a 
35 

already. For another thrng, it may not snow very much there 

in quite a few years. Going to have trouble getting a ski 

area there unless Someone’s got an awful lot of water to make 

snow with. AlSO, the area is an elk calving ground. so I 

recommend that the BLn change this rn the final RHP. 

I also ask that you ban grazrng in the 

Escalante canyon area of crItIca environmental concern, and 

the research natural area, Palrvlew, both sections of It. 

And also wrthdrav minerals. I’d lrke to point out that 

almost the enr~re resource area is open to 011 and gas 

leasing, and locatable mineral location, and to have an ACEC 

an RNA and allow mineral location or oil and gas leasing 

seems to me to be I contradiction in terms. If you have a” 

area that for some reason has a crlrical environment, why do 

you allow destructive activities such Ss graznq, 011 and gas 

leasing, and mineral locatux? Ana the same with the 

research natural area. If the goal there is to set aside an 

area that is prrmar~ly natural and research xtS Scientific 

and educatxonal attrIbuteS, if you allow destructrve 

actlvltles, it Seems to me you’re qolnq to be defeating your 

purpose. And. therefore, I recommend thSt you make these 

changes in the flnal and I will be anxiously awaitlnq to see 

what you do. 

Thank you for th>s opporrun~ry to resrlfy. 
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Back should be recorwnended for wilderness designatlan. 

Adobe Badlands, 10,425 acres. This SreS does 

not have a great deal of conflicts either. The coal in the 

northern porrlon of the technIcal supplement SdmitS that 

industry does not appear to be interested because there’s no 

transportar~on system I” place and there are no other mines in 

the area. There appears to be, St least theoretically. a 

moderate value for 011 and qas. B”t there have already been 

dry holes and, therefore, rndustry does not appear to be too 

Interested. so further activity IS unlikely. The Same with 

the minlnq claimS. AddItional actlvlty is not expected 

there. 

Under the preferred alternative for Adobe 

BadlandS, there would be salinity control measures 

undertaken. grazing would be reduced. and ORV use would be 

closed on 8,358 acres. And, also, Somewhere in the RMP 

there’s a mention of possrbly establlshlnq a herd of brq horn 

sheep. I don't se.6 why wilderness would not do the same 

thing and do it better. All of the thlnqs that would be 

undertaken under the preferred alternative could be 

accomplished probably better by wilderness designation. 

A few other parts of the plan are of concern 

to me. The approval of a ski area at the Storm Kmq Mountain 

site appears to me to be unwarranted. First of all, ve don’t 

need another ski area in Colorado. we-v.6 got too many 

I! L-9 
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MS. GRAVES: My name is Allison Graves. G-r- I 
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S-“-e-s, and I’m co-director of the Wilderness Study Group 

from the University of Colorado. My address is 585 Pica, 

Boulder, Colorado, 80302. 

I'd llke to recommend that Camel Back, 

Gunnlso" Gorge, and the Rdobe Badlands be recommended Ss 

wilderness. I recommend these due to their outstandrnq 

vllderness characterlstlcs and the few ccnfllcts of Interest 

withIn the areas. I don't really understand uhy they weren't 

recommended due to the lack of canfllcts rn the areas and the 

admisslon that they do have good vllderness characteristics. 

Also, I’d like to point out the presence of 

the sprneless hedgehog and the hcokless cSctl in these SreSS. 

I know you put that in the technical supplement. 

On the areas of critical environmental 

concern I would like to recommend new Surface occupancy, 

no Stock grazing, and a mineral withdrawal, totS1 mineral 

withdrawal. Also, the new camping facllltles and bathing 

rmprovements I thrnk are not compatible with the area of 

crirlcal environmental concern. 

I’d like to pant out that the wlldernems 

recommendations of-all three areas is very small. Like IrSs 

panted out before, at's only 8.6 percent of the area and I 

24 '/ wish 1t =ould be more. But if I can get that much, I’d like 

25 : CO take it. 
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I feel that wilderness areas in Colorado 

[ 

would help the nantrose area "ut. I fee1 that the storm 

69 3 ’ 
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Mountal" Sk1 Area development would also be incompatible with 

the elk calving grounds. And that's all I have to say. 

5;1 
MR. SINGLAUB: Thank you. 

; !I 

Steve Pettit. 

MR. PETTIT: My name is Steve Pettit and 

8 / th~t's spelled P-e-t-t-i-t. I live at -- well, I live a few 
I 

9 1 places I" Boulder. but you can reach me at Post office Box 

IO 17126 Boulder, Colorado, 80308. 

Ii : 
,I 

I 

I’m mostly going to speak with regard to 

12 wilderness. There were three areas that have bee" studied and 

13 ! 
_ ! 

only one recommended. being the Gunnison Gorge, and I applaud 

14 I 

1 

you al1 on that. Two other areas being Camel Sack and th'e 

15 Adobe Badlands, I’ve been to both and both offer quite uriuque 

16 I\ characteristics for solitude and wilderness recreation. 

17 I The Camel Sack area itself. I.do"'r see why 

18 
I that wasn't included for recommendation. There are no 

58 
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8 

.6 

!g I! nunera or clmber conflxcts vlth regard to the area. Also, 

10 you all are going to cut back on the grazing itself in the 

21 " rrparian area to try to avord further damage to that. I 

22 : 

/( 

think you all need to reconsider your -- I don't kncv 1f 

:: !I 

lapse 1s the right word -- but your failure to include both 

Adobe and Roubideau because I think a lot of people, If they 

25 go there, they could find a lot of personal benefit from both 
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worry about it. 

HR. ROBSON: Thank you. 
I 

3 MR. SINGLAUB: RO7. McClellan? 

MS. MCCLELLAN: ny name is Roz McClellan, z4,- 

o-z M-c-C-l-e-l-l-a-". I live at IS3 Marine, Boulder, 80302. 

I wanted t" thank the SLn for coming.over 

7 

8 

‘9 

IO 

:i 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

i8 

19 

23 

2: 

22 

23 

IE 

!5 

from the west Slope to hold this hearing for us so we didn't 

have to come over and see you in Delta. 

I've been following the SLM wilderness 

recommendation packets for about six years. and I think I've 

really "ever see" such lame reaso"6 for excluding wilderness 

areas as I drd in rhls particular Wilderness Technical 

Supplement. I" case8 like Bull Gulch, or Skull Creek, or' 

Willow Creek, or other areas that have bee" excluded, at least 

in the preliminary recommendations, at least there's some 

pretext or some reason grven for why they've been excluded: 

They're called mediocre, or maybe they have manageability 

conflicts due to boundaries that don't follow topographical 

lines, or sometimes there’s a PLPMA release, or something like 

that. But read the technical supplement over and over again 

and I really couldn't find any specific reasons why these 

areas had bee” excluded. There were glarxng descriptions of 

them, lyrxc, poetic descriptions of Came Sack, end the 

opportunitres for sollrude, and for reintroduction of big horn 

sheep. and the" I couldn't see the rationale for why the area 

68 
136 

28 

69 

i 

3 

J 

I 

1 

3 

1 

5 

5 

7 

3 

9 

0 

i 

2 

23 

24 

25 

136 

37 

I 
2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

IO 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 ii the wilderness study acreage was excluded far "o very 
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those areas. And 1 hate talking i" front of people because 

it just sc*res me. Thank you. 

MR:SINGLAUB: Thank you, Steve. 

Bruce Robson. 

NR ROBSON : Hy name is Bruce Robson. I can 

be reached at P.O. Box 17126, 1x1 Boulder, 80308. And I guess 

first I'd also lxke to thank you for the denlgnatlo" of the 

Gunnison Gorge, and I would also lrke to express my 

oppoairio" to your not designating the other two areas, 

Camel Sack and Adobe Badlands. 

I have been to the Adobe Badlands a"d,as you 

found in your report, I also found ""thing wrong with of. NO 

conflicts a6 far as wilderness deslgnatro". so I guess I 

found lt somewhat surprising that it wasn't recommended vlth 

no timber, no minerals conflicts, and with the cutback I” 

grazing proposed. SC I would lrke to recommend tnat you 

would designate those areas for wrlderness prenervat~o". 

I'd also lrke to express that in the areas of 

crltical environmental concern, I'd like to recommend no 

oCcupa"cy. mlnlng withdrawal, and no grarlng. And that the 

Storm Mountain Ski Area be proposed or that that be opposed 

in difference to the elk grazing land. 

I also have problems talkxng I” front of 

People. Thank you. 

NH. SINGLNB: You're among friends. Don't 
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economxc tables, that would be beneficial for the resource 

area. I think Camel Sack would give 5oC: rather’300 

recreat~onsl visitors days per year. 

So I was feeling really perplexed. It looked 

like maybe you wanted to keep them open so you could do 

vegetative management to increase wlldlrfe forage. But I 

think opening them up to ORV is just goxng to curwexgh any 

advantages of bang able to improve the vegatatlo". 

So the" it occurred te rue that inaybe it would 

allow more ORV use if you kept Ca!?.el Sack open, but the 

figures were pretty negligible. So the only thing I couid 

think of, which I'm sure isn't the case, but it looks as if 

some kind of quota sys,tem 1s being imposed from somewhere. I 

had the same impression in areas like San Juan, San Miguel, 

and White Snake. and Glenwood Springs, and Canyon Cxty. 

*ireas where large percentages -- up to 50 percent or more of 

had been excluded. 

It looked as If they are, I” fact, going to 

be managed baslcally as wrlderness. both Adobe Badlands and : 

Camel Sack. It seemed as If maybe one -- I guess I was qolng I 

to say that even if Came Back were ,recomme"ded, it would 

mcrease the recrearlonal visitor d?ys. According to the 

conclusive, persuasive reason. And I don't kno" where, If at 

the quotas are coming from, but I’d like to say tonIght 
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that I think that Mr. Merck, and Hr. Burford, and Mr. "ode1 ' 

should'knov that you are nowhere near mectrng any k&of' 

wilderness quota rn my oprnion. And even if you were to 

designate or recommend all three wilderness areas for.sultable 

for wilderness in the uncompahgrn resource Area, that would 

still only give 8.9 percent of the entlre resource ares. 

If you were to designate the entire 750,000 

acres of potential BLM urlderness in all of,Colorado, that 

1s again only nine percent of Bl.M holdings managed lands in 

Colorado. And that 750,OOO~acres is only a little over half 

of the original, inrtial nventory of 1.3 mrllion. And 

you're only recommending half of that or less. 

What It looks like is that instead of 

dividing up the pie, you're dividrng up a piece bf the pie. 

And I feel that in terms of the need for wilderness for 

sprllover.of civilized humans and for refuges for wildlife 

who have only a few Islands of protected habitat left, the 

quota 1s very much too low as it is. 

If we go on to the State of Colorado, even if 

the entire remaining four percent of potential wilderness is 

designated. again, that would only give four percent added to 

the existing designated four percent. That's only 'eight 

percent of Colorado. That's 92 percent of Colorado that is 

now developed and ~111 never again be wrlderness. 

Nation-wide. the figures are even more skimpy 

43 

supplement reads now, I don't think your reasons for 

excludrng those areas are defensible. I don't thxnk they'll 

stand up with Congress or uith.some of the rest of'us 

envlronnentalists when push comes to shove. 

AS for the RHP, I didn't read .it cover to 

cover for eight hours as I shoild have, but I do haye a vague 

unpressmn that it wasn't as clear as some of the others I've 

read. It took me about three-quarters of an hour tq find 

figures an a number of OR" acres that "ould be precluded by 

designation of all three areas. And then when I found that 

figure and I compared it to the comparison chart, the 

figures seemed to be xnconsistent. I didn't see clear charts 

as to how much oil and gas potential would be foreclosed by 

wilderness designation. I'd like to see more charts and more 

clear-cut figures showing what we’re really losing by the 

deslgnatian of all three areas. 

MR. SINGLA"B: Pave minutes, if you can wrap 

it up. 

ns . MCCLELLAN : I think that's about all I 

had to say. I guess.basically 1 agree with a lot of people il 

this room. I think you can designateda lot mori and still 

not be a?ywhere near your quota. 

HR. SINGLAUB: Thank you. 

NOrIn Mullen. 

MR. IULLEN: My name is Norm Mullen. Th.3.r 1 s 

FSDLS4L S.PORII"O s.R"lCr 1°C. 
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i and in my op~nlon Insufficient. TWO percent of the lover 48 

L I belleve is vllderness. 
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I was gory to bring tonight a map that shows 

that Colorado is one of only six or seven states with any 

exlstxng or potefifial wilderness left 1" this country. and I 

feel that BLM has a responsibility beyond the boundaries of 

Colorado to consider that you have under your ]urisdlctlon 

one of the few remaining potential wilderness resources left 

I,, this country. And for the sake of the rest of the 

country whl&h doesn't have this resource, you need to wrden 

your horizons. Not just think about how much the Uncompahgre 

Resource Area should nave in terms of its needs, but what 

does Colorado need, "hat does the whole country need. 

Over the last century a lot of people have 

had a chance to claim these areas. The homesteaders, and the 

loggers, and the m1"er.s. and the ranchers, and the OVRers, 

and the-oil and gas leases. 'Everybody's had a chance to 

claim those three little tiny areas that you are now 

consiorrrng, and I would like to ask when we ~111 decide that 

no one really wants them anymore. They haven't been wanted 

21 .!I up until now. Tr.ere's been plenty of reason to want them. 

?2 NO one has clalmed them. I think now's the time when we can 

23 decide that no one really does want them, therefore, 

74 wilderness could claim, them. 

I guess basically the way the technlcal 

n-u-1-1-e-n. I reside at 355 Grandview, in Boulder, 

2 Colorado, 80302. 

3 I would just like to urge that BLH recommend 

L1 the three wilderness study areas for protection. I’m 

5 concerned especially about the Gunnlson Gorge wilderness 

6 Study' Area. I've been the Gunnison Canyon but I have not yet 

7 been into the Gunnrson Gorge. I would like to run the river. 

8 And I thank BLM for its protectlo" or its recommendation and 

protectlo”. I also urge protection of Adobe Badlands and 

Camel Back. I also urge that su4 consider protection of the 

adjacent Forest Service area on the plateau to Camel Back. I 

urge that BLM consider better protection of the ACECs of 

Pairview and Escalante, including no surface occupancy. 

leasing, mineral wlthdravals, and limitations on grazing. 

And I urge that the Storm King Area not be recommended as 

suitable for a ski area development. I think there's enough 

ski areas in that section of the state currently. And I ,ust 

18 want to thank NJ! for coming over here to hear us comment on 

19 their plan and thank you for listening to my comments. I'll 

20 be probably submitting vrlften comments in more detarl later. 

21 Thank you. 

22 

,I 
HR. VECCHIA: I have a question for Norm. 

23 You talked about protection of the Camel Back and Adobe. Are 

24 i; II you ralklng about your recommending that we nominate them 

25 ji S"lt.ble for designation? IS that what you're sayrng? 

44 
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MR. HULLEN: Yes. 
‘8 

I’plsorry if Ldidn't make I 

? I; that clear. I SUppOrt wilderness protection for both those 

j;! 
<il 

areas as we11 as the Gunnlso” Gorge. 

NR. SINGLAUS: Thank you, Norm. 

5il *Irk Koepsel. I.. 

61/ WR. KOEPSEL: I had prepared testimony a 

7 little longer than five minutes. Can I be deferred unrll the 

8 end? 
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IO 

11 

12 

I? 
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19 
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21 
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24 

m. sINGx.AoB: I 11 give you a minute from 

John Stansfleld. would you lxke to be the last speaker? We 

can do it that way. ,. * 

NR. KOBPSEL: Yes. Why don’t we just do it 

that “ay. 

UN. SINGLAUB: Okay. Martin Walter. 

Can we take about a two minute break? 

(Whereupon, a brief recess “as taken.) 

NR. WALTER: My nanle 1s n?.rty Walter. I live 

at 3333 Nevo,(phonerxcl Road and it’s not in any to”“, but it 

can be reached through the Boulder Post Office, .80302. 

I handed out thxs little sheet here, a map, 

which shovs the USA at night. And it clearly sho”s.thet “e 

wilderness folks are “imps. We lost the war. We’ve lost the 

war. There ls”!t much left to be preserved. ! And I’ve been 

to II lot of “llderness hearings III the past and it’s the same 

old story. When you talk about “xldernens desrgnatlon, we; 
8, 

. I L-14 
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1 

Commlssioners don’t “ant to make 1t “llderness. but you can’t 

7 
say that it’s not surtable. 

Some folks maybe don’t “ant to preserve the 

36 

59 

L “llderness because they “ant freedom to do “hatever they “ant 

“lth th=s last scrap. Well, I “ant freedom, too. And 

5 there’s a quarter of a billion Americans out there that some 

7 day are going to “ant freedom to see something that hasn’t 

8 been trampled on or used. And the excuse that we have the 

Dominquez Canyon as a comparable area, even 1t “as 

ldenrlcally Isomorphic, excuse me, to the Camel Back region, 

I okay. so “e have t”o of them. That’s great. s”t the 1 

2 Domrnquez Canyon. as I understand it, ?ocaced in the Entrada 

3 sandstone 1” the Camel Back area 1s in a higher geological 

4 strada. So that’s “ot a good excuse. I see there are no. 

5 good excuses for not preserving :hls area. 

6 SC, 8.5 percent. If .“e got all three area6. 

7 “e’re talking 8.6 percent. If only the Gunnison Gorge, “e’re 

13 talking four percent. 

19 About the v One last string of comments here. 

23 storm Icing Area. The Forest Scrvlce right no” is considering 

21 permltrlng for another 100,000 ski areas per day,and thxs 

” I/ area doesn’t compare “ith any of those. That’s 1” addition 

23 to the roughly 100,000 ski areas per day that “e already 

” I/ have. 

2j II 
And this area doesn’t compare to any of those areas in 

68 
136 

) jl :I 

II 

“rlderness “,lmps are argurng and pleadmg for 10,000 more 

2 /, 

.3’f 
acres in the Camel Back to be preserved. 10,000 acres I” 

:I Adobe Badlands to be preserved. to go along with tne 20,000 

c I acres in Gunnison Gorge. 

5 Those numbers might sound large until you 

5 .I 

:I 

compare them “lth the 200,000 acres that are going to be open 

to ORVs and the 190,000 addltlonal more after that that “111 

be open with some restrictrons which weren't deslgnared this 
I 9 I evening. But they are 1” the report, presumably. 

I c So, we have a single use. I see these OR”s, 

I! ‘I I on 400,000 acres, tearrng the place up. One-tenth of the 

12 i amount of that land 1s preserved for solrtude, science, 

I3 

I 

archaeology and any of the unknown thrnga that “e might 

14 disco,ver we wished we saved “lldersess for at some later 

15 I/ ,I time. 

:6 ! So I’m pleading for the scraps. Okay? We’ve 

.17 1: lost the “ar so we’re pleading for the scraps. And to show 

18 : you ho” much I’m corrmutted, I didn’t eat -- haven’t eaten for 

19 the last eight hours. I can barely stand up here. I don’t 

20 
21 j; 

law any energy left. But I’m still pleading. 

I; 

came1 Back. I overheard some conversations 

2? 1; and so forth. You can’t say 1t’s not suitable. I mean. you 
23 

might not declare it “xlderness, but you just can’t say this 

136 24 : area is unsuitable, for wilderness. You might say we don’t 

25 want to make it “rlderness or the Montrose County 

G L-15 
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: :. 
I so, I don’t know. I’m ,ust at a loss to 

2 !) 
.:i 

figure out “hat else to do. I mean, maybe I should start 

3 i’ ,I bullding tactxcal nuclear weapons I” my basement and get a 

: !I 
; fe” ORVs myself and mount them and go around and try to 

_ 

6 ij 
defend “hat scraps are left of the “ilderness. B”t someho” I 

don’t thrn? that :!rategy is going to “ark. What we can do 
i ,, 

7 and “hat we pray IS that there’ll be enough public =“p”t 0” 

8 this! enough people that care to get these last remaining 

9 scraps preserved. Othewise, we’ll have Elway. We’ll have 

,a ii 

Ii j 

just Elway. It’s sad. Where are nor totally civilized 

people lake me gqing to go for the recreation? Thank you. 

:: j, 
MR. SINGLA”B: Eleanor “0” Barge”. 

HR. “ON BRRGEN: My name is Eleanor Van 

i4 ,’ Barge”. I live at 5555 East Yale, apartment 3, Denver, 

15; Colorado, 80222. 

16 I’m here tonight representing the Colorado 

17 ~atlve Plant Society as the president, and I “ant to thank 

13 

II 
BLn for this opportunxty to comment on the Uncompahgrc Basin 

‘9 !I Resource Management Plan. 
.‘I 

21 /! 

21! d 

The Colorado Natrve Plant Socrety “111 s”bm=t 

etailed “ritten comments on the RnP, so I’ll speak only 

I2 I! , 
1: 

briefly tonlght about the provisions relating to plants. 

.; i We recognlre that the endangered, threatened 

2: / candidate, or sensitive plant species occurrIng “lthln the 

25 

,I 
plannrng a,-ea are kno”” and we commend you for glvlng them 

39 
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: .: some conslderarlon. We urge you to provide adequate 

7 : protectlo” for theee species wherever they happen to occur. 

’ The Colorado hiatlve Plant Society does support the 

: ! desrgnatxbn of the Palrviev RNA, the Escalante canyon $5 an 

5 
II 

ACEC, as it’s outlrned rn the preferred alternative, and we 

-6 I 
also would recommend Camel Back wilderness area and Adobe 

Badlands for wrlderness designation, as well es Gunnison 

69 

69 

i8 

I a ;j Gorge. 

!I We request that you protect Eriogonum 

pellnophllum, Penstemon retrorsue in the Falrview Resee&h 

Natural Area. Sclerocactus glpucus in the Gunnison Gorge 

wilderness Study Area. Echlnocereus triglochidlatus 

v&rlnerms and Astragalus linifollus in the Camel Back 

Wilderness St”dy. Area. Sclerocactus glaucue in the Adobe 

Badlands, and for the listed plant species and the unique 

plant associations found in the Escalante Canyon. 

These are valuable reso”rce8. Once these 

plants are gone, you can never replace them. Just pause and 

rhlnk for a moment what the role of plants is, and where 

would you be wIthout them. 

we also comment you for your recognition of 

the value of the rlparian ecosystem, and we urge you to 

adequately provide for lte protectlo” within your planning 

area. 

25 I want to thank you again fdr allowlog us to 

L-17 1 
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; ; I 
ground instead of a eki area. prom what I understand, it 

I 
2 

!; doesn’t even snow there a lot every yed;. 
I 

? j/ ’ 
; ,j 

I’d like you to consider large game -- large 

animals 1 should say. lnscead of game. ln most of your I 

’ considerations of wilderness areas and breeding areas. 
I 
I 

6 ;/ 

7 ;’ 

Thank you. I 

UR. SINGLAUB: Thank you. 

a /i Dave Allured. 

o/I UR. ALLURED: my “ame 16 Dave Allured. I I 
13 I. live at 42.31 Eaton Court. in Boulder. 

II 

12 

I 3 

14 

is 

16 

Ii 

la 

I? 

23 

21 

1 thank the BLM for this opportunity comment 

on their Resource Management Plan for the Uncompahgrc Basin. 

I’d like to read through my spec?fic recommendations first, 

and the” say a covple general things. 

I ask rhe BLH to manage the north end of 

Cimarran Ridge as a first priority, natural wildllfe habitat. 

Host rmportantly. elk calving grounds. And second priority 

for prrmlrive non-motorized recreatron as appropriate, and 

specifically not for ski area development. I think that the 

&~-es has unporrant environmental characteristics in that 

there are several factors why these ski area or ski area 

?? , development in that area would be a bad idea, specifically, 

:3 climate. economics, et cetera. 

24 I! I recommend that you manage Escalente Canyon 

as sn area of crlt~cal environmental concern. *h&t’s an 
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15 

16 
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I8 

19 

20 

21 

22 

come and present comme”te, and our vrltten concerns will be 

forthcoming.. 

MR. SINGLAUB: Thank you. 

Scott Hatfield. 

UR. HATFIELD: My name 1s Scott Hatfield. I 

live et 1155 Marine, number 208, in Boulder, 80302, and I’d 

like to thank you for recommending the Gunnison Canyon for 

wilderness deslgnarion. And I think that the Adobe Badlands 

and Camel Back area should also be designated as wrlderness 

sre&s. 

I can see no reason in your technical report 

why they shouldn’t be. and ae lonq es you don’t see any 

reeson rrhy they shouldn’t be, I’m really surprised that you 

didn’t recommend them to be designated ee wilderness ereee. 

What’s reall; of concern to me ie what’s 

going on with Storm King Mountaio and the elk calving grounds 

there. People come to Colorado and they think that, you 

know, there’s wild ereas and, you know, they have visions 

kind of lrke Yellowstone Park a lot. and they’d love to see 

animale. And if you kill off their breeding ground, then we 

just ~111 have a drastically less amount of this species. 

That is, the elk. And I guess it’s nor really proper to ,I 

23 :; suggest that that be put up for consideration as being 

L-16 
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24 I 1 designated am a wilderness area. but I would llke you to see 

25 I If you can’t manape Storm King Mountain as an elk calving 
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ACEC . That specrf1cally lt be managed for its wildlife 

values, undevelcped to recreatlo”, and that you do not allow 

any mineral entry or occupancy in the area, and that you also 

sllow no livestock grazing there, in both cases, to protect 

environmental values vhlch I believe are very important. 

on PairvIew Natural Area, basically I have 

the salne recommendations. nanage lt l”re”sl”ely as e netural 

erea, protect the wildlife and plant communities there, end 

prohibit mineral entry or surface occupancy, end prohibit 

livestock grazing. 

I recommend that you designate Adobe Badlands 

and Camel Back as wilderness. I feel thet their 

environmental values and their values for primitive and 

solitary type recreation far outweigh any possible 

alternative uses for thee= e~eas. 

1” general, first oi all, I have noticed that 

of the 17 people, I believe it is. who have spoken so fs,r, 

eight of them before me have pornted out in one way or 

another that either they don’t understand your rationale for 

having excluded Adobe Badlands and Camel Back from 

recommendation for vllderness or, in generally, they don’t 

undersrsnd your rationale for the general choices of 

management alternatives that you have made 1” your Resource 

Ha"agement Plan. 

I nave seen Ocher BIA ReSO"rCe Management 
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I 
i I Plans and they rnclude specific writteh’descriptions of 

:’ 

L-17 

ratl0”alC-S. Those rationales are Indeed missing from the 

wrltt~n partron of this plan. and I am sorry to say that I 

view this as a fatal flaw I” a plan that the publrc 1s 

supposed to be commentug on at thus time. And I can refer 

you to speclfrc RMPs in ?ther BU4 units that contain this 

element, and at least that provides the public and people 

such as myself an opportunity to see whether we agree with 

the judgments that you made, the values that you -- I should 

say your management ream -- has made I” selectrng one 

alternative over another. And for those people who haven’t - 

- some of these speakers that I’ve referred to didn’t 

specifically notice -- okay. Some of them didn’t 

specifically say the ret~onale was missing. They said they 

didn’t understand it. A couple of people actually pointed 

out the rationale was missing. I think this flaw is so 

fundamental that I would recommend that you publish your 

rationale in as much detail as you see appropriate and 

provide for a second set of public hearings in the public 

areas that you’ve already identified for these bearings so 

that we may have a better oppcrtunrty to comment on 

rationales that. frankly, we don’t see to understand right 

“OW. And that the oplnlons given forth, the te$rimony given 

forth in these hearings, be take” into account in your final 

ReSO”rCe Management Plan. 
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area be selected, If the area by itself quallfles for 

? 
,/ 

wlldernees deslg”ar,o”. !+nd. secondly, the proximity of the 

j : 
Domlnquez recommended v>lderness area, 70,000 acres nearby, I 

” feel comes right back to what I’m calling this 

i ,; 

0, 1 
mrs~nterpretatlo” of the Wilderness Act. 

The connotation there 1s that Camel Back IS 

7 
not unique or outstanding 1” the face of the nearby Domxnquez 

a I, ! recommended wilderness. I think that’s extremely poor 

4 judgment simply because Camel Back 1s in its own self, it’s 

13 I( rn xfs own ma.~rocosm, it’s a unique area. The canyons there 

,: are different, the vegetation. The climate. et cetera; may 

12 i 

11 
be similar, but xt’s not rdentical. In the meantme. it 1s 

13 :! 

;‘,/ 

an exlsrlng primitive area that many people now treasure and 

many, many, many poor people in rhls country will 

treasure as tune goes on as the opportunities for solitude 

;j 1 

and vllderness recreatx~n and protection of wildlife in 

truly natural conditions gets less and less and loss because 

h 
- 

of development in this country. 

:9 

20 j; 

Take a look at the beautiful pictures on this 

wall in this room here. These show western desert scenes. 

2’ Scenes of hilly areas srmilar to the Uncompahqre Basin 

27 /: Natural Envlronmenf. These pxtures were bought by this 

2, ‘! 
11 

Ramada Inn facility because these are the kinds of areas that 

22 
‘I 

many people in the United States lrke to enjoy for any of 

25 i many values because they freas”re the land I” 1r.s prlstlne 

I 
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Furthermore, I believe that, in general, the 

BLM and in particular some of the decisions about wilderness 

in this Resource Management Plan have misinterpreted the 

intent of the Wilderness Act of 1964. Specifically, the 

Wilderness Act specifies that certain areas should be 

selected because they provrde outstanding opportunitxs foe 

primitive recreation and solitude and other wtstandng 

values, and that I’m afraid there’s a gross misinterpretation 

of what outstandrng means. I got an Informal caNnent from 

one member of your team at the question and answer session 

earlier this evening. That the rationale against wilderness 

recommendation of -- I believe it was Camel Back WA -- the 

two rationales given were one, that simply, the WSA was no 

longer adjacent to the Roubideau WSA in the national forest 

and, number two, the Dcminquez WSA nearby had bee” 

recommended by the BIA for wilderness and that it was 70,000 

acres and, therefore, there wasn’t a need for recommending 

Camel Back. 

First of all, I’m not necessarily going to 

construe if that that’s the official rationale of BLM for 

making that particular decision about Camel Back. Hcvever. I 

Will comment to those two points in the ratxonale. 

I see no reason whatsoever that whether 

there’s an adjacent WSA recommended wilderness area or not -- 

I See no reason for that having any bearing on whether a” 
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and undeveloped state. You notlee 1” those pictures there 

are absolutely no signs whatsoever of development 1” any 

form, and they’re just another indlcarlon of how important 

this 1s. 

In co”cl”sro”, I would urge the BLM to 

fundamentally reassess the way it now interprets the 

Wilderness Act and also I want to fully support your 

designation of the Gunnison Canyon for rllderness, and I 

thank you very much for that recommendation. Good night. 

Thank you. 

WR. “ECCBIA: I got a couple questions far 

just clarification. 

MR. ALLURED: Pine. 

MR. “ECCRIA: Okay. When you started 

talking, you mentioned something about the north end of 

Cimarran Ridge or elk calving. Are you talking about the 

Storm King Peak area? Is that what you’re talkrng about, 

HR. ALLURED: I’m not sure. Specifically 

what I’m talking -- I didn’t have very much time to read the 

RWP tonight. But I can specify them it rn a different way. 

There’s an aria rn the plan that specified for ski area 

development. 

MR. “ECCHIA: Okay. That’s the Storm King 

Ski urea. 



13 /I 
I 

.‘3 1 

MR. “ECCHIA: Okey. Another quesr~on just 
! 

for clarifrcatlon purposes. 

MR. ALLURED: Yes. 
I 

MR. "ECCHIA: YOU Said S""erhing ab""t,the 
I 

Escalante Canyon should be managed for the plants. Are you / 

talking about the whole canyon or just the area that we 

ourlrned as a" ACEC? 

area. 

MR. ALLURED: I'm talking abo;t the ACEC 

MR. YECCHIA: Okay. Th4"jr you. I 

HR. ALLURED: You said someth.ing there'that ,,_ j 

lmplled miscommunication or misunderstanding of something I 

that said. You referred to the recommending that that ACEC 1 

&managed for natural plant conditions. That wasn~i exactly 

what my recommendation was. 

MR. VECCHIA: I understand that. * just want 

to make sure I understand the area that you're talking about. 

MR. ALLURED: I'm talking abo"t the RCEC. 

MR. SINGLAUB: eon Thompson. 

HR. THOHPS"N: My name 1s Doriald Thompson. I 

live at 1201 Adams I" Den"er. I want to thank the BLM for 

havrng the hearing and thank you for your wilderness 

recommendation for Gunnlson Gorge, and to add what probably 

other speakers have sard tonight a'bout the feeling that Camel 

59 
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.; Back and Adobe Dadlands wilderness, that’s something that, 

2 : could be corrected. 1f the BLH decxdes now that some of 

.,' 3 i, these multiple uses are appropriate there, the posslbillty of 
I. 

68 5, /I going back to vllderriess qualrtlei is substantially less. 
136 

1 

So basically what I'm saying is if we are. 

6 going to make a mistake, let’s make a mistake that can be 

7 corrected by future generations. Let's not tare that 

a ,i declslo" away fro” them. let's err& on the.side of too much 

9 I\ wilderness. I can't conceive of how that would be possible 

,o jj : 
with the small percentages that we're tdlking about. Bllt I 

,] I) 

;:‘I 

think that's a much safer decisidn for the ELM to make. 

The proposed Sk1 area.-- all the things that 

I have read -- maybe the BLH has inf"r"atlon I'm "ot privy 

to, but everythrng that I've seen in the Denver &~vspapers 

::I rndlcate that skring and the demands for skiing, if anything, 

16 are Static, and that the populations -- and of course this is 

17 what determines a lot of these things. The populations +uch 

18 are potential skiing populations. age. characteristics. and 

17 so forth is getting smaller. Some of the Forest Service 

69 70 ,i areas are proposrng addltlonal skr areas.' Hany of the 
2, /: 

existing ski areas are proposing expansion. E&n If there 

Z? 

23! 

were no conceivable other use for Storm Ring Peak, I think a 

:! 

potential ski area would be idrotxc, sinbe it does have 

24 substantial uses, the elk cal"l"g are=. The logic of not 

25 having 1t treated as such in the management plan really 

I 
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Back and Adobe Badlands need to be added also as wilderness 

recommendat+ons. 

The other proposed use for these areas., in my 

way of thinking, would be more costly for the taxpayer in 

that a typical multiple "se that the BLH would put these 

areas to would include substantial subsldles to ranching 

communities. I think that Colorado and the natlon would be 

much better served by having these areas remain in their 

primitive, undeveloped, and wilderness use. The need for 

wilderness areas rn Colorado is I thir.k substantial, and out 

of 755,000 acres or whatever that 1s being covered by this 

management plan, the suggestion that forty something thousand 

be retained as wilderness to me seems only logical. TO" 

often, ""fortunately, the multiple use, which is suggested, 

turns out to be multiple abuse. and I think our country is 

not so paor but that we can put aside more area than 1s being 

proposed for future generations. 

One,of the things.thet always disturbs me xn 

a management plan, especially on these two areas, Camel Back 

and Adobe Badlands, where I don’t thrnk that any other 

specific uses are being proposed, is the BLM and its : 

employees are fallible and can make a mistake. I would much 

rather see that mistake made in making these areas 

wilderness. If that was or does turn out to be, and that 

later generations decrde that xt was a mistake to make Camel 
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escapes me. I could maybe see xf we were saying that this 1s 

sOme mxneral value or thus has some other values, timber 

"41°C. BYE to say that this IS a potential Sk1 area to me 1s 

ludicrous. 

AlVW4Y * I apprecrate the opportunity to 

SPC4k. I ho,,= that the BL" ~111 look at the paltry amount Of 

vllderness bang proposed o”t of this 755,000 acres, and I 

hope the final EIS,wlll come to a. better conclusion. Thank 

you. 

MR. BINGLAUB: Thank you. 

Has anyone else signed in to speak, Bob? 

Is there anyone who’d like to speak who has 

signed not 1" except for Kirk? 

HR. ALLURED: There were two over here. 

"R. "BCCRIA: Okay. Could you come and take 

your five minutes then? You may end up with five after all, 

Kirk. 

~tilte your name and I'll ask you to sign this 

afterwards. 

Ms. HILLS: ny mme is Polly Mills, P-o-l-l-y 

Mills. Address is 387 Ferrand Hall, Boulder, Colorado, 

80310. 

1-m currently living in Boulder. but I'm a 

New England native. I decrded to come to college. I rook a 

topographrcal map and dlsco”ered the Colorado Rockle8 and 



_.. 
L-19 

61 

22 

.! 
decided to come to Colorado. I pay 51;,oou .s year to en,oy 

1 ‘, It. I’ve pald my $25 a day to go skzzng in the Rockies. I 

‘I lOveIt. 
: I! 

RUT the most UT’presslve part of the whole state 

that I’ve SCC” has been the western slope. the Grand 

L I! Junctlon/Gunnison River area. 

5 I 
II The fragrle environment, endangered cactus 

7 that’s been talked about so often thus e&ning, the limited 

8 !I 
and valuable water -- it’s unique and has impressed me beyond 

: 

;J’ Ii 

belief. 

‘rhese are.ss apprarse the cities of and around 

1; Montrose and Delta to the State of Colorado and the whole 

12 , united states. 
ij !, 

The WAS I” Colorado are l&e &thing in the 

::il 
east. The people of Colorado are extremely fortunate to have 

:j 

these Unlgue areas and should wholeheartedly respect the,“. 

I highly recommend and support the 

designation of the Gunnlson Gorge, Camel Back, and Adobe 

I9 i Badlands in this area in the western slope as wilderness. I 

:q ;I hope you take it into consideration. Bexng from a different 

IC part of the ““Ited States, forkmg out my money, that it’s 

!I 
I 

more than just a local issue here. I think it’s rmportant to 

2? rec”g”rze the federal level. 
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that you’re talking about. 
? :I 

I 

That’s about all I have ‘o say. I thank you 

i very much. 

I MS. SPEWXR: My name 1s Jenny Spencer. I 

:/ 
live at 1055 30th Street I” Boulder. I’m speakng for the 

Environmental Center at the University of Colorado rn 

f 1 

Boulder. 

I would just like to say II? lieu of the 

. ,i come”ts made for environmental protectlo” of these 

‘C I( 

,I(\ 

wilderness areas that I support them wholeheartedly and that 

I thank you for designating the Gunn~son Gorge area as 

,ii 

C 

:: 11 wilderness. And I would also like the other two areas, Camel 

.:“, 1 

Back and Adobe Badlands to be designated as ~11. 

HR. SINGLAUB: Is there anyone else? Is 

II there anyone who gave ., statement who they feel I c”t short 

16 
II 

and would like to finish up7 

17 / Kirk Koepsel. 

18 :I 

1 

MR. ALLURED: I appeal to your best ,udgment 

I9 1 as moderator of this meetrng to allow KITk a good bit of t,me 

23 

2i il 
to say his piece, and I think that everybody here would be 

! very impressed. 

22 / MR. SINGLAUB: Okay. We’ll be out of here by 

23 9:30. I hope you can make 1t by the”. 

MR. KOEPSEI.: Okay. My name 1s Kirk ~“epse,. 

25 :’ I reside at 11608 South Apache Trawl, Conifer. Colorado, 

‘? 
11 

You talked about having going to Congress, 

24 the Secretary of ~nterlor, the President of the United 

?5 states. He’s mine as much as yours. And so are these lands 
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)/ 
80433. I am representing the Colorado Environmental 

Coalition as their public lands coordinator. 

I first had some overall Impressions about 

the Resource Management plan. I have found it to be very 
; : 

“ague, much more “ague than most of the other’ BLM plans that 

n j have come o,,t. I think it’s going to take a lot to get it 

: 11 lnt” shape by the time the final EIS comes out. And that 
p I! 
2 there’s going to be some problems with not allovrng the 

’ public to have the opportunity to comment on some of these 

10 I major changes that I feel are necessary to have it comply 

II 

II 

with FLPHA and NEPA. 

12 ! 
One of the hardest things to deal with in 

I3 I this plan IS it over and over again stated there will be 

I d 

I 

substantial impacts, although these impacts are never 

I5 quantified in the plan, which is amazing to me. nest plans 

16 

17 .i 

really spent some tune on quantification of the impacts. 

1 

I’d like to start out first with the coal 

!Y management program proposed in the plan. Some of you may be 

19 ,! 

7’1 :! 
aware that the Colorado Environmental Coalition bad quote a 

I, history working with coal in the resource area. I” 1976, we 

?I / flied an adminrstratlve appeal on the land use plan for the 

72 ii 
North Pork Planning Unit I” which we did win that appeal. 1n 

,; i m; 1981, when a coal update amendment was prepared, once again 

:: 

25 

we filed .an appeal and there was a 50 percent reduction in 

the land being recommended for coal. 

FCDERIL m!C”RTIWO IIRWC. ,“E. 
“ENVEl C”L”R*“” 

31 

1 

42 

46 
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One of my concerns about the plan, the way 

2 it’s stated right “cr.,, 1s that the threshold cor.ccpt was 

3 completely rgnored. This 1s eequlred under the Federal Coal 

k Hanageme”t Program, t” look at fbrcsnold, S”CI”-eco~~omlc 

j ii ~ thresholds, wildlife thresholds, and I find the plan 1n 

6 “lolatl”” of the Federal Coal Management Act. 

iI/ There was a four fold rncrease I” tnr amount 
e /; 

of coal available for coal leasing. If current management 

were to continue in that area, there would be only 20,737 

IO 

1: 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

II 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

// 

Ii 

The plant states that -- this is an exact’ 

quote ““t of the plan. ‘The possible leasing of up to 5,730 

million tons of coal would far exceed coal demands over the 

life of the plan.’ Then why are we leasing ~tl I don’t 

think we need to lease for lease sake. I don’t think we need 

to lease to keep the llLM employees who work I” coal busy. I 

24 think that leasing needs to be based on demand. And 1 think 

25 we found that over and over again wxth what’s happened 

acres recommended for possible coal development. 

Under the preferred alternative. that 

increases to 83,334 acres which 1s the same as the product=“” 

alternative. I” fact, the conservation alternative, and I 

can’t understand why this is called the conservation 

alternative, recommends 82,000. I don’t see a whole lot of 

variation among the alternatives except for the current 

management. 
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natlonally when James Watt leased coal in the Colorado River 

Region at flrcsale prices, we saw the public outcry which 

happened there. That the government was not receiving the 

funds that should have bee" available or it should have 

gotten for that sale. And I don't think we should be letting 

this happen 1" the Uintah Southwest Reglo" either. 

1 found the plan to be 1" vlolatlon of the 

Secretarial Issue Document wbrch was realized in 1986 to get 

the coal plan moving agal". It says that there will be a" 

assessment of coal development potential. I did see a" 

assessment there, but I saw it completely ignored in the 

recommendations. 

Application of unsuitability criteria. I was 

unable to find that in the plan. I may have missed it, but 

it was obviously a small part of the plan. 

Consideration of multiple use trade-offs were 

ignored once again. And the Secretary also outlined criteria 

for other issues that should be covered. Wet lands and 

riparian habrtat, sole source aquifers, class 1 PSD areas. 

buffer zones to national parks. Once again. none of these 

issues are mentioned in the RMP. 

I was shocked to see that the area above the 

Rdobe Badlands, which is actually part of the wilderness 

study area, was being recommended a.6 a" area for potential 

coal development. 

L-2 1 
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leaning was done I" the plan. 

1 was also concerned about some of the tracts 

slated for disposal. There were sites within the middle of a 

large BLM tract of land r" the Adobes outsIde of Montrose, 

and I question the disposal of that piece of land. 

Under the specific management prescriptions. 

I think under the D-6 prescrlptio" vhlch 1s a Wilderness 

Prescrrpt~on for Gunniso" Gorge. that we need to look at 

acquisition of private land in Red Canyon. 

Under the D-9 prescription, the plan is 

supposed to address the sate specrfics of coal development on 

riparian and aquatic systems a6 required by the Secretarial 

1ssu.s Document, and it hasn’t. 

Under the D-10 we oppose the proposed ski 

area on storm Ki"g,M"""tai". No timber harvesting should 

take place either because of the importance of the area as an 

elk calving ground. 

D-12 prescription is the Escelnnte ACEC. We 

support stronger restrictions or stronger restrictions need 

to be placed on lIvestock. I" fact, we support a" outright 

ban o" livestock grazing I" the small ACEC. we support a 

mrneral withdrawal for hardrock minerals and no surface 

occupancy stipulation for oil and gas. Recreational "*es 

should also be controlled, including a ban on hunting and 

some control on the bathing that occurs r" the pools of 

72 
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1 i, 

II 
On page 4-63 it states that the mining of 

> : coal and tte locatable m~r.erals could result in the permanent 
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and lrrcverslble loss of ground water throu'gh diversron and 

subsrdence. I think this 1.5 completely ""acceptable and 

illegal contrary to the Federal Coal Leasing Program. 

on oil and gas development I found that the 

declslo" of Connors V. Burford was once agal" Ignored. 

Connors Y. Burford says comprehenszve analysis of cumulative 

impacts of several 0x1 and gas activities must be done before 

a sxngle actlvlty can proceed. Well, there were seven 

paragraphs dedicated to the impacts of 011 and gas 

development, and one dedicated to the cumulative impacts of 

that development. I find that totally inadequate. 

Connors v. Burfurd talked of the role of the 

federal agency in the mismanagement of the oil and gas 

leasIng system and stated that they have initiated a patter" 

of procrastination, not examinatlo", of environmental 

concerns. And I think it's sought "ow in being included in 

the Res""rce M.i”ageme”t Plan. 

I" fact, it's amasrng to see what actually is 

being leased in the plan. The no leasing, only 20,100 acres 

was recommend for "o leasrng, which was the Gunniso" Gorge 

Wrlderness Study Area. And then the rest of it was all 

geared to leasing and some of it with some small 

stlpulatlons. But really very little evaluation of coal 

L-21 I 
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Escalanre Creek to protect the reso"rce6 there. 
I 

On the Fairvreu R and A. once again we 

support a livestock ban, a mineral vlthdrawal for the unit, 

and no surface occupancy for the oil and gas leaslng. 

The D-14 prescriptlo", which 1s the Needle 

Rock Outstanding Natural Area. I think the BU4 should look at 

acqulsrtio" of additIona lands to improve lnterpretrve 

opportunltles of the unit and donslder also a potential 

nature trarl at the site. 

On ullderness, we support all three units as 

vxlderness. The Gunniso" Gorge is one of the premier 

recreational places in Colorado. The 77g1vers7?7 from Black 

Canyon by having a" upper canyon covered by sedimentary rocks 

which the Black Canyon lacks. The Gunniso" River is also a" 

incredible white water adventure. and it's a" area that just 

recently I have gone with Jerry Mall&t and visited and found 

it to be incredibly impressive. Adobe Badlands has 

impressive scenic values. It includes some endangered 

species including the Uintah Bas1" hookless cactus, and it 

would add, I thxnk, some dlvrrsiry to Delta's economy by 

increasing the recreational attractiveness of Delta. 

On Camel Back, it's another area I've spent 

some time "~s~tng and found the canyon to be spectacular and 

much different from Dominqucz. Dominquez is the Enrrada 

sandstone and the sl,p rock canyon very typical of Utah. Aid 

FC0Lll.L ILC"mTI*O SEIYICE s*c. 
OsNIEe C"L"lll"" 
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i ;/ Dominquez or the Camel Back Dnlt in Roubrdeau Canyon just 

yd 1: barely begins cutting into the Entrada and Includes the upper 

$ 

3 

6 

i 

8 

9 

IO 

1: 

‘I 
II 

layers of the 7??m”res.. 00 and I think it's capped with the 

Dakota sandstone. So it's a much different unit than 

Domlnques canyon area. 

It also has a very decent trail system for 

people thet want to use 1t for recreation which very few of 

the SLM unite hsve. It has impressive r~parxan areas and 

Winter Mesa is one of the prime locations for the spineless 

hedgehog cect"e. The BLH plan also looks at the possibility 

of introducing desert brg horn sheep into the area. i? ‘I I wee shocked wrth the figure that 82 percent 

I3 

,I 
of the resource area is going to be open to 'ORV use. 

lb baeioally uncontrolled DRV ue, and think that there needs to 

!5 81 be additional restrictions put on that. 

16 ', I sew no delineation of utility corduroys' 

,, :I 
ecrose the BLH lands and those units, and I think that's 

/a > something that needs to be addressed in the final EIS. 

19 On threatened and endangered species, I think 
I 

!O 7 it should also be recommend in that area that an intensive 

!I " 1; survey and identrfrcation of areas which contain threatened 

!2 I and endangered specres should be conducted. There's been no 

I3 I such survey yet on the resource area end it's something 

!1. :I 
: ! 

that’s necessary. 

!5 i/ And. fnally. rrparxan vegefatlon, I found 

/I 
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I bj b e open to runera exploration. The numbers just don't jive. 

r7 j There has to be very strict controls placed 

: come very different figures on page 2-8. It says the 
II z :I rlparla" acreage of the resource area eguals 1,035 acres. 

3 fl 
I 

And the" on page 4-50 lntens~vely managed -- they plan on 

z 11 mtenslvely managing 6,320 acres of rlparian zone to unprove 

jl/ 
,I 

the vegetational characteristics, and then 4,000 acres will 

l!o 
II 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 
17 

IS 
19 

20 : 
21 // 

22 

23 

i II 

24 II ,I 
25 I 

on both miners1 and livestock uses in the rlparian zones of 

the plan thet we support. very stringent controls on both of 

those. 

testify. 

I thank you very much for the opportunity to 

MR. SINGUUB: Thank you, Kirk. 

I'd lrke to thank all of you for coming out 

this evening end taking the time out of your schedules to 

give us these comments. I hereby conclude the meeting. 

IWhereupon, the above-entitled matter wee 

concluded.1 
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who did not qet a chance to ask questions prior to the 

hearing ttat the SLM staff will be available for informal 

qucst~ons and answers after the hearing. 

we there any elected representatives or officials 

of Federal, State or Local agencies who wish to testify at 

this hearing? 

If not, we will oroceed throuqh the list of 

speakers. 

Deborah Gore. If you will please step up to the 

podin and state your name. address and who you reoresent. 

DEBORAH GORE: Would it be possible to out iny 

mm at t+e end of the list? 

JOHN SINGLWJB: sure. 

DEBORAH GORE: I prefer not to start it. 

JOHN SINGLAUS: Okay, Richard Gore. 

(Laughter.) 

we have got a lot of Gores on this list. 

RICnAP.3 GORE: I'd rather wait until later. 

JOHN SINGLAUS: Kenneth Gray. 

Could I ask you to come up to the oodium and 

state your name and address and who you represent, ?lease, 

if anyone. 

KENNETH GRAY: I'm Kenneth Gray. I'm a pe&itee 

on the SLY and Forest. I don't ,,ave much to say that hasn“1 

been said over and over, but "hen you cut the "se of the 
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And finally my statenat is that 8s a recreational 

aser of the public dohain, my'personal oDinion is that all 

recreational users should be charged a day fee or yearly 

USEr fci?. 

As a.busi&zssnan I know if you give something 

away it is not appreciated, but if you charqe somebody 

something for it, by golly, they are more likely to take 

care of it and appreciate what they've qot. 

sunters, fisherman and peruser of scenery have had 

a free ride all of these years, and the other interest such 

as timber and cattle grazing, not only do they pay income 

taXCS, which is what the first thing a recreation user will 

tell you, I have $ right to use tdis land because I pay 

income taxes. Well, so does c.wry timbermanand so does 

every rancher, and they have to pay additional fees for 

what they harvest. 

So I think that any recreational user should be 

charged, that way they will appreciate and take care of it 

more. 

So in summary, I think that off-road vehicle use 

should be curbed in all management systems, and the recrea- 

ticnal users should be charqed. 

Thank YOU. 

JOHN SINGLAI!B: Thank yoti. 

GENE vECCHIA: one question, Tom. When you talkec 
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riparian area to what they call 35 percent, I understand, 

you can't use the outlying areas hardly at all because by 

the time that you get that much eat up, they won't have 

gone back at all into the far reaches of the permit and 

the dry ridges. 

And that's about all I have to say. 

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you. 

T+ll.3S Gore. 

THOMAS GORE: WY name is Melvin Thomas Care, I’m 

an avid hunter, fisherman and general rubberneck, I like 

the scenery. 

My statement is that in general I favor the 

current management alternatives with an exception, which 1'1 

mention in a moment, and in specific I am in favor of the 

no wilderness alternative for the Camel Back wilderness 

study area. 

The exception that I have is that off-road vehicle 

use should be curbed to designated roads only no matter what 

plan is chosen. And my feeling of it is that off-road 

vehicles increase destruction of vegetation and thereby 

stimulate more soil erosion, and as a side ooint, salinity. 

And finally because of stress and harassment of wildlife. 

I think I have been to an area that was public 

land that there was no restrictions on four wheelers and 

three wheelers, and I was appalled at the damage. 

2" 

about curbing ORV use, are you talkinq about the entire 

planning area. or just certain specific areas? 

THOMAS GORE: NO, sir, the entire planning area. 

I am just appalledat the at the damage these darn things 

can do. 

GENE VEcctlm: Thank you. 

JOSN SINGLAUS: JO Gore. 

JO GORE: You're getting rid of the Gores in a 

hurry here tonight. 

(Laughter.) 

JO Gore, 445 Highway 348 in Delta, I am a permite 

I am opposed to Cane1 Back used as a wilderness 

area, recommendation as a wilderness area. The Camel Back 

does not lend itself as a wilderness area. It certainly 

would be hard to rra"age, and it is not -- does not meet 

all the requirements of the wilderness. 

Livestock grazing on these lands certainly-en- 

hanced the areas, they harvest the grass. When they harves 

tne grass, they prevent buildup of vegetation that could 

lead to dangerous fires. we have had a lot of fires in the 

State this year, so it would certainly get rid of a lot of 

that danger. 

e. 

The riparia? habitat, where they have proDosed 

that on the Roubidcau area, to begin with, I always thwght 

that a riparian habitat had to been in an area where there 
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was water. The Roubideau goes dry and is dry many months 

out of the year and would not lend itself. Then when they 

have a hard rain up above, the water comes down, or the 

floods come down and wash the dry sand and gravel and rock, 

so the Roubideau should not be into riparian'habitat. If 

it was into a riparian habitat and properijr manased, it 

would increase the AU% rather than decrease the AIMS as 

proposed for the area. 

Livestock have been a great asset to building and 

reseeding of seeds and grasses. The cact"s that they say 

is in danger of being eliminated because of livestock 

grazing, the livestock is what spreads the cactue, they 

step on it and move it and it takes it alonq to another 

area and that cactus has increased in that area, there's 
. . 

a lot more of it than there was a few years ago. 

I would urge you to continue the multiple usi 

management of these lands as they are in use now. 

I would also like to see the recreationists and 
: 1 

the backpackers pay their fair share of use of the public 

lands. They have had the use o: the public lands all of 

this time, never paid one cent for management. Livestock,, 

nir.ing, timbering do more than pay their way o- the use of .c 

these lands. And I would certainly like to see the other 

people using the lands start saying their fair share. 

Thank you. 
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Bill. 

ue arc extremely dlsazpointed, however, with BLM'! 

unsuitable wilderness rrcorvwndation for Cancl Back. The 

Wilderness Technical Supplement makes clear that there are 

no significant resource development conflicts with wilder- 

ness designation of Camel Back. Ttere's no timber or 

mineral resources of anv value present. Instead BL.\I notes 

that t!wre is an impressive array of wilderness dependent 

values in the area, including critical winter ranqe for 

big game herds, habitat for threatened species, including 

rare plants and Golden Eagles, and habitat for threatened 

All of the these features, plus a whole bunch of 

other ones that are obvious to anyone who goes up there, 

including the spectacular scenery, a oretty substantial 

perennial stream, the historic site of Ren Lowe's cabin, 

and other unique features such as the tremendous hoodoo 

right there below the camel Back that's made out of uncon- 

solidated sediments, just capped by a big piece of entrada 

sandstone. It just towers there without tipping over, which 

is quite impressive. 

All this evidence demands that the SLM reconsider 

its recommendation and find Camel Rack suitable for wilder- 

less designation. The alternative is the continued, piece- 

neal erosion of the wilderness ouaiities there as ever 

M. 
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JOHN SINSLAUB: Thank you. 

W. A. Hamilton. 

W.A. HAXLTON: I would like at this time to 

forfeit my time because there are many more livestock men 

here. If there is still some time at the end I may say 

something; 

JOHN SINGLAUB: Mark Pearso,,. 

EiARK PEARSON: My name is Mark Pearson, my 

address is P.O. Box 204, Grand Junction, Colorado, 81502. 

I am speaking tonight a8 the Chairman of the Rocky Mountain 

Chapter Of tde Sierra Club, which include8 7,800 members 

in Colorado, among them are approximately 175 members in 

the Unconpahgre and Gunniaon Basin or Gunnison River Basin 

area. Sierra Club members regularly use the oublic land 

of the Uncompahgre Basin resource area, primarily for 

recreational purposes. For example, we have sponsored 

outings in recent years to all three of the wilderness 

study areas; the Gunnison Basinor Gunnison Gorqe, Cambl 

Sack and Adobe Badlands. 

The Sierra Club strongly endorses BL*I's pi-eferred 

alternative recommending all of the Gunnison Gorge for 

rilderness designation. SLM is well familiar with our 

support of the wilderness designation of the cunnison Gorge 

through our participation in the ongoing efforts to fashion 

the Gunnison Gorge Wild and Scenic River Sill and liildernes! 

l-4 
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increasing pressures are pat on by nore and more ORV users, 

by fuclwood wtters, and other sorts of motorized activitie: 

Camel Sack also because of its seven or eiqht mi'lc 

stretch of Roubideau Creek offers an unw.rallele+ o~~portunlty 

on the Cnconpahgrc Plateau to protect a significant stretch 

of what is probably the longest undeveloped drainage on the 

cr.tire plateau. The creek starts in the aszen and spruce 1 

way up on the divide of the 11ntea:l and orovidcs B roadless 

continnzall the way Croa the divide far down into the 

dry desert of the Gunnison River country. 

we also, the Sierra Club also supports the Adobe 

Sadland+ for wildcrncss designation. As with Cane1 Back, 

there arc no substantial reasons qiven in the Wilderness 

Technical Silpplement for SLH's non-suitable recommendation. 

RLM seems not to appreciate the Sadlands wilderness, qivcn 

the fact that the Montrosc District did not recommend 

llckenna Peak for wilderness, either, when it has the 03~0r- 

tunity. 

Fioally, we urge the SLY to reject the oroposed 

Storm King mcxntain ski area in this land use alar.. ThG 

W?'s proposal to place the ski areaprcposal in administra- 

tive limbo, neither outright anproving or denying the 

proposed ski area, is a silly non-decision. The reason for 

#Kiting the resource management planicthe first place was 

to provide some guidance to BLK manaqers for evaluatlnq 
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resource conflicts and to allocate resources based on the 

analysis of those conflicts. 

So the Rp!P should make a decision about whether 

Storm King Yountain is better suited for a ski area or for 

elk calving habitat, and by avoidino making that decision 

the L(IA has kind of missed the point, it seems of the land 

use olanninq process in the RW. 

So in this case we would encourage the BLn ta 

deny the Storm King ski area on the basis of a lack of 

demonstrable need for an additional commerical ski area in 

the area, the lack.of demonstrable financial capacity of 

the proponent, and due to the impacts it would have on the 

big game herds in the area. 

The Sierra Club will be submitting in-debth 

comments on these issues here and a bunch of other ones in 

the RMP before the November the 5th deadline. 

Thank you for your attention. 

JOHN SmGLA"B: Thank you, Hark. 

Hank Davis. 

HANK DAVI s : I would like to wait until later to 

make a statement. 

JOHN SINGLAUB: S"lX. 

Eleanor Walrod. 

ELEANOR WALRml: I'll wait for the Question and 

answer session. 

M- 
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back into the country and utilize any of that at all. so I 

urge the BLM to just continue with it the way that it is. 

Thank you. 

.:ohn MUSSBT. 

JOHN YUSSER: John Yusser, 104 650 Road, Del&. 

Colorado. I'm a rancher. Yy family has been on. that ranch 

for four generations. I think you find most of the ranches 

in the room, the families have been on thbse ranches for' 

two or three or four generations. 

When you talk about takinq awav livestock oermits. 

or cutting to 35 percent use, you're talking about taking 

away a lot of heritage of the area. You’re talkino about 

taking away some income that comes into the area both to 

the BLW in terms of grazing fees and t&the economy of the 

area in general. 

I'm saddened that in nearlv all of thdse alterna- 

tives it is recommended that livestock use be either cut 0; 

curtailed. I recently attended a seminar on holistic 

resource manaqement alonq with several of the 0I.P em~lovees. 

I'm sorry to say that those that orobablv should ha"== 

attended did not. 

It appears as though for several years now we have 

been going the wrong direction. We need to increase live- 

stock use with intensive manaoement rather than decreasing 

livestock USE to get the ground cover that we need in those 
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JOHN ~SINGLAUB: It's either Lcs or Lee Hamilton. 

LIZ8 HAFILTOA: Ely name is Les Hamilton, my address 

is Post Office Box 764. Delta, Colorado. I represent the 

Uncompahgre Cattle Comoany, which has a nermit that borders 

a portion of the Camel Back wilderness area. A cout>1e "C 

things that I would like to bring to the attention of the 

BLM is I was down through the area that you want to designat 

a riparian the other day, the creek was dry in several 

places down through there. It was mostly just ootholes at 

that time. 

I had occasion to ride through an area that has 

not -- has been taken away from access from livestock for 

the last few years, and the fire danaer down that area fron 

Criswell Creek up, I would estimate, would be in the extreme 

category. It is very dry and it's very overgrown. 

I think that the Camel Back wilderness area, 

proposed wilderness area should be designated as multiole- 

use area.that we should continue with the nernits the wav 

they are. There is amnle room and amole resources for both 

the recreationists, the wilderness appreciators and the 

multiple users presently using that at the ‘oresent time. 

The cattle will not come in and use 35 percent of 

the foraqe and be able to utilize any of the outlying areas, 

as MT. Gray said. They will come in there and by the time 

they "se that 35 percent, they will not have been able to oc 
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areas, and especially the riDaria" areas. 

I've invited several BLM em~loyecs, and none of 

them have accepted my invitation to show then areas in the 

Escalante Canyon and the Little Doninguez that have had 

basically no livestock use for many years now and thev 

continue to deteriorate. They're growing UD with sagebrush 

that's too biq for deer or elk habitat and they constitute 

a fire hazard, I think. 

But worse than that, those areas that have not 

had any livestock use show by far more erosion than those 

areas that are overused. And I'll admit that there are 

areas that are overused. I mean, anybody can see that. 

But I think that we need to take a long, hard 

look at our thinking. There is evidence now that shows 

that it's not over -- well, I can't say not overuse, but 

that over,over rest can be just as detrimental to the 

vegetation as overuse. 

I just really urge the BLH to really take a long, 

hard look at this idea that in order to imorove vesetation 

that you have to curtail livestock arazing, because I think 

we are going the wrong way. I think what we have done in 

the last 20 or 30 years shows that. 

I will have more written statement, thank you. 

JOHN SINGLA"B: Thank you, Jim. 

W. W. Rule. 

1-6 
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WALTER RULE: Yy name is Walter, Rule, Box 67, 

O"?f.SY. I'm a member of OCR, which is an Ourav County 

Alliance that's involved with environmental and consumer 

oriented affairs. 

I’m not sneakinq for the qroup, the qroun has not 

met or issued a position on this particular elan at present. 

ply cox?~!~ents will be limited mostly to the wilder- 

ness proposal and Storm King. althouqh th+ management 

philosophies expressed about those areas can and does apnly 

as I whole to the Uncompahgre Basin. 

I spent approximately ten years in this area from 

the late GO'rthrough the late 70's as a public land 

manager myself. I'm familiar with the areas and the values 

and the issues that are concerned here with all of the group 

that have spoken. 

We returned about ten years ago to the Ouray area 

and I’m retired there now and I've listened with quite a 

bit of interest here to the peoole like the nores and 

M"ssers and others that show a real concern for the land. 

The ORV situation is somethinq I think you reallv 

need to get a handle on in this area before it becomes worse 

than it presently is. 

The history of public land in the West is prin- 

cipally guided by the need of the peoole who live here and ' 

the country as a whole. Timber, minerals, qrazing and water 
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There's a feelinq that we need to retain the few 

remaininq reservoirs of environnental ouallty in the United 

States as a "hole, and this has emeraed as a grovinq, if 

not a dominant, need. 

In the case of water, which is so necessary for 

agriculture and industry outside the oublic lands, where it 

Often rises out here, the mining, qrazing and timbering mav 

represent a real threat to the quality and quantity of that 

water. 

For those of you with concerns. and witti this 

value str"Ct"re. the so called wilderness system seems to 

be the only avenue to assure even a short-term solution to 

the historic exploration -- exoloitation,rather. 

Aporopriately, the Federal agencies have offered 

wilderness as an alternative, especially since their 

management procrastination and practices over the years have 

demonstrated, unfortunately that the ouality Of the forest 

and grazing land and the mineral resources, the protection 

Df those. has been marginal, at best. 

It's not surprisinq then that the wilderness 

alternative is perhans the best alternative for all of us. 

In Some respect it's a refuge for the aqencies. With the 

Strong political and economic ?ressures they qet to use and 

levelop the land, the wilderness classification, which can 

>nly be changed by Conqress, takes the pressure off of them 
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have always been major concerns of the ~eoole in this area, 

both for their own livelihood as well as basic resources 

for the country. 

In the east two decades in the United States, 

however, what we call wildlands have underqone a little bit 

different viewpoint. Peoole beqan to realize that there is 

a little bit more to our wildlands than what we can extract 

from them monetarily. There is a,realization that the 

private lands that we have that have these values now have 

largely lost those values, and that the public lands; the 

national forests, oark and BLM managed lands are the last 

repository of what might be called resennirs of environmenti 

quality. Qualities that no lower exist in many of the othc 

areas, they are places of refuge not only for tiildlife, but 

for people who get tired of the nressure of the technoloqicz 

world and are mesmerized by machinery and everything else. 

They want to get away and can't qet away. They want to knob 

that there are places they miaht be able to go to if they 

wanted to. 

Consequently, thepre-er\inence of the commerical 

idea about resource values, timber. ninerals and qrazinq. 

and even water to a dearee, has chanqed. And with the 

possible exception of water, UDOF. which most of the other 

resources depend, the other values have declined in terns 

>f much of the public feeling about where the values area 
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in ten& of that kind of develooment. 

For the units involved ir! the Uncom~ahcrc Basin, 

the wilderness study and the economic losses that might 

occur in timber, minerals and qrazinq are important to 

certain individuals, and some of you who have been on the 

land for many years. When they are added in total, they 

are a vefy small part, and might be called minimal. 

The.potential oositive effect on wildlife and 

water, for the protection that wilderness might qive them 

under the present system, could be very significant in the 

long run. It seems only practical, loqical and resource- 

wise then to provide and to neo~ose the Camel Back, Adobe 

wilderness study areas be added to the %nnison Corqe in 

wilderness classification. 

A brief word about Storm King. The same rationale 

applies to Storm King. 

XxiN SINGLAUR: Five minutes, VT. Fwle. 

"ALTER RULE: I'll finish up in about three 

seconds. 

JOHN SINIXAIJB: Please. 

WALTER RULE: Colorado already has enouoh cco”o”- 

lcallymarginal ski areas. The elk herd and wildlife habitat 

in this Storm Kinq area in the long run is a lot larger and 

greater value to all of us than a ski area which might be 

very short term and an economic disaster. We should 
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capitalize or the natural resources that we have that are 

in their existina form end not look for short-tern anevers 

of exploitivenature for the potential of what we have.qot. 

Thank yea. 

JOHN SINGLAUB: Thank you. 

I apologize if I mispronounce,your name, some of 

these are hard to read. Linda Delmar. 

'LINDA DEW: close. 

JOHN SINGLAUB: You know who you are. 

LINDA DEUIAN: My name is Linda Delman, D-e-l-m-a. 

I live at 1317 Avon Drive in tiontrose. I'm hear sneaking it 

nyse1i. 

I wodld like to say that J'n ple'ased that Gunnisol 

:orge was designated as a wilderness area worthy of wilder- 

ness designation, but I would also like to ;ay that I am 

disappointed that Camel Back was not and that Adobe Badlandr 

uas not. I noted, es well as some of the other sneakers, 

that there was -- there seems to he no significant conflict 

rith timber resources or mineral resource development in 

those areas, and I think that the values that are there in 

:erms of scenic values and .opoortunitv for solitude, which 

[ think is becoming much more needed as our society qrovs, 

end wildlife habitat, and the cultural resources there in. 

:hose areas make them eminently suitable for wilderness 

lesignation. 
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1605 SO"th Mesa 1" "OntrOSE.~ 

I'm Vice President of the Colorado Archcoloiical 

Society, and I’m speakinq for the Chipeta Chapter of the 

Colorado I\rcheolcgical Society which is based in Montrose. 

The Chapter is 52 years old. 

The rate of destruction of the archeological 

resources on SLM lands in the Uncomnahore Basin is alarminq. 

Vandals have laid open most of the rock shelters; and many 

of the surface sites that contain valuable information about 

the basin prohistory. ?lany historic sites have been picked 

clean and/or been destroyed, also. 

If the current trend of destruction is not re- 

versid, there will be precious little cultural resources 

to provide enjoyment to the public and undisturbed sites 

for scientific investigation in the future. ll The Chipeta Chapter of CAS recoqnizes that the 

manpower and budgetary constraints placed on the BLM culture 

resource managers effectively reduces the quality and the : 

quantity of cultural :esource orotection. But the ultimate 

result of this destruction is also unacceotable and unthink- 

able. Strategies must be devcloped and imolemented that 

reverse the current destructive trend. 

I have some suqqestions. The use of available. 

datahas a baseline resource for protective strateqies. For 

oxa?lp1e, a survey -- there's a publication put out by the 

a 
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I" tern15 of cilltural resources, I'm a member of 

the krchealqica1 society ar.d I have scent a oood deal of time 

on the "ncompahyre Plateau, and I'm aware that there are 

lots of cultural ~csourccs out there, nest of which haven't 

been surveyed, but I come across evidence all the tine. And 

I think that4n particular ar~logicai sites are subject to 

more damage and degradation in areas where there are -- 

where there is a lot of motorized travel, because it makes 

the access easier, and there is just more people up there. 

And .I think that it would be a wonddrful .opporttiDi 

to preserve some of these OrCbeolOgi~ sites, or at least 

mitigate the damages. If we had more of these wilderness 

areas in this kind of environment, like Adobe Badlands and 

Camel Back, because with the lack of motorized vehicles I 

think we have an opportunity to at least oreserve what's 

there long enough to survey and see what it is. 

In closinq I would like to say that I also en a 

skier and I am opposed to the Storm Kinq ski area develon- 

merit. I think that the elk habitat and the elk calvina 

grounds are much more important to us in the long run than 

another ski area. 

That's all. 

JOHN SINfxAUB: Thank you. 

Bill Harris. 

BILL HARRIS: ?:v name is Bill Harris, I live at 
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BLn called Cultural Resources Series F;o. II, it's entitled 

the survey of vandalism to archeological &esw~rces ir. South 

western Colorado by Kickens. Lbraldy end Tucker. This 

particular volume gave a good overview of vandalism and 

what could possibl:/ be done to stoo it. 

MY second suggestloT: is Co lddntlfy hlgii ;iqht 

density areas to search out archeoloqical resources in area 

that have received little attention. Fix examo1e. 10" 

sight density areas, places of low orofile, benches over- 

looking major drainages, and areas covered by fluvial 

deposits. 

Emphasis should also be towards protection of un- 

disturbed sites end mitigation of sites that have b&n 

distuibed, but have a high potential for recoverable 

material. 

My third suggestion is in the area of public educ 

rion. The BLM should implement a more orogressive ouhlic 

education program that emphasizes the vandalism problem and 

the need to protect end conser‘ve cultural resources. 

The Colorado Archeological Society recognizes the 

only lonq term solution to vandalism of cultural resources 

on public lands is oublic education, and has recently 

elevated public education to a co;nmittee responsible to a 

State Board of Directors. This committee, among its other 

activitiee, will work closely with Colorado -- will work 

-, 50 
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closely with the Colorado office of Archeological and 

Historic Preservation, and it also looks forward to coopera 

tion between other organizations and other agencies. It 

looks to that as a high priority. 

The Chipeta ChaDter of CAS commends the SLH in 

regard to its recommendation to the RHP draft, preferred 

alternate, to cond"ct a Class III inventory of the 5.R40 

acres. 

The ChiDeta Chaoter would also like to recormnend 

that BLM expand their search for hiqh value sites on BLM 

land between Highway 90 on the east and Roubideau creek on 

the "est. Sigh value sites and high density areas should b, 

given long-term protective classification. The RMP should 

also include provisions for research projects by legitimate 

professional and awte"r archeological qroups. 

In closing the Chipeta Chapter would like to 

participate in the BLM's cultural resource management to thl 

extent of its nembers' physical, temporal, field experience 

and financial capabilities. 

Thank you very much. 

JOHN SINGLA"B: Thank you. 

Stuart Krebs. 

STUART KREBS: My name is Stuart Krebs. s-t-u-a-: 

K-r-e-b-s. My mailing address is BOX 776. Nontrose, 

I'd like to start by conmending the BLM for its 
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w. 0. WETLAUFER: I'm 9. D. wetlaufer, 16574 6450 

Road in Montrose, I'm representing myself, my fishing and 

h"nting rnterest and Western Colorado C6nqre.v.. 

I'm especially interested in the efforts to treat, 

a wild and scenic river in the Gunnison Gorge. The geolog- 

ical, the environmental, the wildlife and recreational 

opportunities there are something unusual. For myself 

that's the thing that's kind of stuck with me when I first 

csme to Colorado from the great State of Texas to make the 

great State of Colorado even greater. Anything more I can 

do, I'm here to do it. 

And I think that the tourist trade in this Dart 

of the State is something that people should take advantage 

of. This is something that doesn't exist every olace, and 

people come through here from the eastern part of the State 

where they look at the gcrqe over there, and the Arkansas 

River where they have to pay to get in. And they come 

through this area and tear off their stickers after they 

take a trip up to the Black Canyon National Monument. 

Thank you very much. 

JOHN SINGIJ+"B: Thank you. 

GENE "ECCHIA: Can I ask a clarifying ouestion of 

Yr. wetlaufer. 

w. D. wETL?dJFER: Yes. sir. 

GENE VECCHIA: Are you saying that you are 

I ?R ; 

recommendation that the Gunnison Goroe bc corsidered suit- 

able for wilderness. I'? also like the X.3 to consider the 

Adobe Badlands, reconsider them as suitable for xi!dcrness, 

and I intended to also recommend that Camel Sack bo consid- 

ered for wilderness too. 

I wonder if -- I don't remetibcr all of the reuula. 

tions that we heard at the beginning of the neeting, but 1 

wonder if it's aporopriate, I'n sure ir. the documents we 

have that it tells this, but I'm curious if we could qet a 

little clarification on just what wilderness designation of 

that area would change in the way of grazinq "se. Is it 

okay to look at that real quickly. I'm going to talk -- 

JOHN SINGLAUS: You can talk about that after the 

meeting. if that would be nossible. 

STUART KREBS: We couldn't "se Dart of my five 

minutes to -- * 

JOHN SnGLA"B: I'd rather not, no, if we can 

confine this to your testimony I wo"ld aDpreciate it. 

STUART KREBS : Okay. I guess the last thinc that 

I would like to say is that I would Look at that n lot hardc 

and see if there really is a hardship to the crazing per- 

mitees up there. B"t if there is not, I think that area 

should be considered for wilderness as well. 

Thank you. 

JOHN sI*!GLAcs: w. D. Wct:aufer. 
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recommending wild and scenic dcsiqnatlon, or wilderness 

designation,.1 didr.'t quite qet the idea behind your talk. 

W.D. WETL?lU?FR: Eoth. 

GENE "ECCHIA: Both? 

W.D. WCTLAUPER: Yes, sir. 

JOHN SINGLx!B: John Baldus. 

JOHN BALDUS: My name is John Raldus, I live at 

630 North First Street in Montrose. I am the President of 

the Uncompahgre Valley Association, which is a Yontrose 

based consumer and conservation qro"~, and Vice President 

of the Western Colorado Congress, which is a similar qro"~ 

spread across the Western Slope. I'm reoresenting the 

opinions of a large rnunber of our membership. 

We have several concerns about the RMP. clne Of 

our major concerns is the increase in the amo"nt of coal 

leasing, almost a four-fold increase appears to us to be 

encouraging speculation in the coal leasing industry, but 

not enhancing development of the coal industry itself of 

coal production. We feel that this might very well be 

detrimental to the other resources of concern in the area. 

Ne are also concerned about the allow:nq of coal 

leasinq, oil and gas lcasinq, locetible mixrals lcesiw, 

mineral materials leasinq in the oronosed resource research 

natural areas, and the areas of critical environmental con- 

cern. There's ~0 reason to allow lcasinq in thcae areas, 
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it would only be detrimental to the resource that su?pose?l: 

is being protected by desionation of RNA and KECs. 

Another concern is livestock grazing in these 

ACECS and RNAS. Livestock grazing also should be very 

carefully looked at in areas of winter.range for deer and 

elk, partly because it produces an adverse effbct on the 

very people who use those grazing areas when these wildlife 

are forced into the private land to find forage in the 

winter. The Division of Wildlife pays out a fairly large 

amount every year in damages to crows that are partially a 

result of improper management of grazing allotments. 

Concerning the ski area proposal and Storm Kino 

?eak, we rather resent the fact that the ski area was pro- 

Dosed as part of a conservation alternative. This is not 

xnscrvation. We would very strongly recommend that the 

3LH consider the other resources in balance with the demand 

for recreation and the unlikelihood of actual develonment 

,f the ski area. 

We also would like the BL?4 to be very careful in 

:onsidering its land tenure adjustments. The land tracts 

aroposed for disposal often.times are important habitats 

ior both game and non-game species of wildlife, as well as 

Jlant life, and we need more looks at the situation from the 

rildlife biologists within the agency, and at the same time 

re vould like to recommend that the budget <or a wildlife 
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are harmful or should be rcconmended. 

Page 52. chaoter 4. habitat, imaacts from disoosal 

of public lax?s. Habitat suitable for and used by whooping 

cranes and greater sandhlll cranes would be lost if disposal 

of public lands around the Fruitqrowers, Crawford and Gould 

Resevoirs occurs. This is a'vcry serious concern. These 

are endangered species and by Federal law should be Drotectr 

to the maximum possible that the agency can manage. And to 

dispose of these when they are clearly habitats for threat- 

ened or endangered spccics seems very foolish. 

JOHN SINGLAUB: Five minutes. 

JOHN BALDUS: Okay. I'll continue my remarks with 

written statements. 

Thank you. 

JOHN SINGLA"B: Thank you. 

JOHN FUEL: One question that I would have, John. 

You made the statement that the BLM should be careful in 

their land tenure adjustments, that it could be detrimental 

to wildlife, are you thinking of any oarticular areas when 

you make that' remark? 

JOHN BALDUS: Well, particularly the most impor- 

tant example. I think, is the tract around the reservoirs 

that I just mentioned; the Crawford Reservoir, the Gould 

Reservoir. If that is whooning crane habitat, then the 

wildlife bioloqists should "e"er have allowed y&u t0 
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biology staff be increased rather than decreased as it has 

been in recent history. 

Concerning the environmental imoact statenent thal 

is included, or considered as Dart of this docunent, we 

find that the EIS, so called, is vague and incomrzlcte to thl 

point of being useless. 

I might give you just a couole of most glaring 

examples, which are on sage 50 of chapter 4, where impact 

on riparian *ones from mineral resources management, it 

States that road construction, facility develooment, dredg- 

ing operations, and other surface-disturbing activities in 

riparian zones would remove riparian vegetation, comDact thl 

soil, and could redirect subsurface water. There is no 

quantification whatsoever of the results of this develonmen 

and it mentions,only these activities within the riparian 

zones, which these activities should not be occurring in 

the riparian zones in the first olace. We assume that they 

would be occurring outside the rioarian zones, and the 

impact in the riparian zones need to be ouantified. 

Once again, on page 51, chapter 4, imDacts from 

livestock grazing management. Some localized disturbance 

and destructiori of individual threatened and endangered 

plants would occur due to livestock trampling. Some dis- 

turbance. This is hardly sufficient for the public to 

judge, or for axy other agency to judqe whether these thing! 
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consider even disposal of those tracts. 

JOHN FlEL: Thank you. 

JO"?4 SINCLAUB: Dave Seymour. 

DAVE SEY.YO"R: I'" Dave SeV"""r, I represent the 

Uncompahore Livestock Association, my address is 8267 5701, 

Olathe. 

AS I sit here this evening, and of course I see 

quite a few of my neighbors alid acouaintances in the audien 

here, do business with a lot of them. B"t I go back and I 

think that this process of evaluation of environmental 

I.SO"TCES, and resource development didn't exactly start 

in this century. but it got a real big boost back in the 

30's when they put in the Taylor Grazing Act. And I think 

everybody here that has a ranch can remember back that far 

realizes that we have come an awful long way since we nut 

in the.Taylor Grazing Act. 

I think this evening as we sit and look at this 

we ought to realize that we have come a long ways and an 

awful lot of the things we have here to discuss: whether 

it be wildlife, whether it be resources, whether it be 

increased water usage, n lot of these things have come 

because we, as mankind, have developed them. The wildlife 

that you see out here and take for granted, that you see in 

all these wilderness areas don't just haonen there, they 

have been propagated and they have been enhanced thro"qh 
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mankind's use. 

And I believe that as we sit hera this evening 

and look at this thing that we can oo down the road and 

cmtinoo to enhance these values, continue to enchanc& wild. 

life, continue to enhance grazing and to continue to enhanc, 

their values if we work togethei and if we'keen in step wit! 

each other. 

I believe as a respresentative of the Uncompahgre 

Livestock Association that WE are in favor of the status gu< 

of the manag&mcnt as it is, and I'd like to take comment 

from Tom Gore and Mrs. Gore, too. 

There should be an awful lot tighter control on 

off-road vehicle use. I believe that anybody that's been 

out in the wilderness and been out in the public lands, 

wilderness areas included, realizes that there's. a great 

deal of use from off-road vehicles, and any person that's 

a pernitee, or any person that uses that land realizes that. 

And I think one point that should be made, one 

point that we. as BLM and as a oublic should get a hold of, 

is off-road vehicle use and we ouqht to increase the qualit) 

of the visitation to these lands. 

I had an opportunity today to talk to a qentlemen 

who is directly -- well, he borders, his property borders 

two wilderness areas in the U~lper Gunnison Basin, and he 

says some of the most destructive visitors that they will ge 
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tonight at all. I ?lanned to qive a detailed statenent 

later in the nail, but I think a few issues need to be 

brought up tonight pcrtaininq to what I've heard here from 

the other concerned citlncns. 

My husband and I are of the third qeneration who 

have used in the area of Camel Back and Roubideau Creek 

grazing. And I'd liken' it to anyone who looks back at 

their childhood home, there is no nlace that you would 

rather protect and rather see continued in the way you have' 

always known it. 

I'm "er"OUS. 

-V-Y I it is my childhood home, the Roubideau 

Canyon and Camel Back area, the Ben Lowe "lace. And we have 

known of it from the beginning of time, and I don't want to 

see it change. 

But, here again, I do not think it is wilderness, 

laswilderness suitability. It has a quality to it that I 

love, but partly because I grew up with it. It has beauty, 

it has geology features that are very attractive. But it 

3150 has severities. It has extreme runoff in the s~rinq, 

flash flood danger. HC has miserable, hot, s&er days with 

gnats. And it can have freezing hail storms in the xiddle 

>f June. But this country eight now, and as it always has 

>Ce" , 1s used for qrazing. And ir! the books it states a 

.eduction of 35 zcrcent in riparian zones, ard it is talking 
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on those wilderness areas, which is part of his grazing 

permit, ace people that come in lust to look at the scenery 

to walk around to have a visual experience, maybe to camp, 

but they are some of the most destructive, they leave more 

trash and snore visible disturbance than anybody that they 

can put but there. 

So I guess.as a respresentative of the Unconpahgr 

Livestock Association and Cattlemen's Association, we would 

like to encourage that there be at least no reduced qrazing 

that there be grazing as a status quo, and we believe as 

professional orqanizations that grazing'enhances the values 

that are already there and enhances wildlife. And we 

believe that by w&king together with the public that we 

cm enhance values that are already present, and increase 

those values that are already there. 

Thank you. 

JOHN SINGIAUB: Thank you. 

Yvonne, has anyone else signed in to speak? 

WOhWE SMITH: No. 

JOHN SINGLAUB: we will go back to the beginning 

Ind give an opportunity to those who deferred to the end. 

Deborah Gore. 

DEBORRH GORE: My name is Deborah Gore, I reside 

in Olathe, Colorado, and I an a oer!rAtee. 

I hadr.'t prepared a written statcnent to read 
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of a 200 AU?! cut in this very area. And in our position as 

ranches we can't tolerate that. We don't feel that the 35 

percent has any substantial documentation that would carwe 

that it would help, and we feel that the 200 AU% is fl- 

diculous. Any of you who have "alked the Creek, walked 

the Camel Back area, the h'indy Yesa area, I'm sure you have 

noticed that there is feed out there and there is feed for 

your deer and your wintering elk and the Cattle. 

And what you see out there is not what just hap- 

pened, like Dave Seymour said, is not just what happened 

right now, it's what has happened since the beginning of 

cattle grazing out there. 

And I feel that grazing can enhance it. 

And that's basically my position on what's been 

said tonight, is that it isn't suitable for wilderness, 

but since it hasn't changed in several hundred years, I 

don't think it's going to in the near future. And I'd 

like to see it stay the way it is and managed in the current 

management. And any rest of my corrrments will be in the 

mail. 

JOHN SIGNIAC'B: Great. Thank you. 

Richard Gore. 

RICHRRD GORE: My name is Richard Gore from 

Dlathe, Colorado, and I'm the third generation in here 

ranching. And, in fact, I've spent all my life in Roubideal 
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Canyon and the Roubideau area and rioht on up there to our 

forest permit is how we operate our cattle. And it's just 

the backbone of how we get there and get to our forest. 

And I'm really upset about the 35 percent limited use on 

the riparian, and the 200 A"Ms, that would just mean the 

drift over of our cattle to ger to our summer grazing where 

we spend four and a ha'lf months. And &are not really ther 

that much on the BL?I, probably about two months at the most. 

And it would really hurt us. 

Then cattle generate alot of income and stuff 

for the towns of Delta and Mo"trose. And things got tough, 

why, Delta pretty much went under because of the farmers 

Bnd stuff couldn't make it and lots and lots of my neighbors 

went under, and I happen to be one that's hanqinq on. And 

I'm just not in favor of that , or that wilderness program. 

Right now everybody can come and qo on the Federal 

land like they want. There's nothing stopping them from 

using them right now, and the cattlemen and sheepmen aren’t 

t&-e to rape the land, they are there to work with the BLll 

and improve things. And I enjoy and look forward to working 

aith the BIA, getting ponds on these dry mesas and stuff 

to help the wildlife and cattle and sheeD. 

And just by working together we can whip this 

thing, but just one use just don't work, because I've been 

to several of these demonstration allotments lately and it 
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Forest, I don’t t>c11evc there was a bit more feed I” those, 

days than there is right out there today. 

I see quite a lor of -- we have a pernit on the 

Unconpnhgrc and I see quite a lot of deer un there in the 

smer, but I don't see near as many nice, big bucks as I 

do down here on the river on the orivate ground. so I 

think that -- I think most 0. f that land people will let you 

hunt, or maybe they feed in the winter more than they do in 

the summer, but that's where the big bucks are, most of them 

are on the private ground. 

I think that through working together that most 

of all these things can be worked out. I know that there is 

many places that I'd much rather lay down and take a drink 

out of the stream where there has been wildlife and cattle 

and sheep than I would where there has been too many people 

walking around and spending a day or two. 

I think that's about all I have to say. Thank 

you. 

JORN ElNGIAiS: Thank you. 

Hor.k Davis. 

HANK DAVIS: I'll make a written statement. 

JOHN SIWXAUS: Eleanor Walrod. 

E?,RA:xlR WLROD: I'm waiting for the ouestions and 

answer period. 

XIHN SIVGLAUB: Okay. Is there anyone that did 
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proved that everything can work in together. 

And I’m definitely not in favor of dumging these 

wild sheep in the rioarian zone when they are already 

calling them overused, and the water values and stllff, I 

think it would just be detrimental. 

Then basically that's what I have to say. and I 

think-we can work together and whip this thing. 

.KwN SIAGLAUB: Thank you. 

W. A. Hamilton. 

w. A. H.m*LTOW: Ny name is really aill Hamilton. 

573 Highway 65. Cedaredqe. I've lived right in this 

locality for over 70 years, been a stockman most of my life. 

and I'd like to say that the stocknan enjoys the wildlife, 

the birds and the trees about as such as anyone I know of. 

And I believe they're just as good an environmentalist 

as anyone in the country. 

As a boy growing up I enjoved the wildlife. I 

was nearly 12 years old before I saw a deer right in this 

country. And they was very few for many, many years. It 

didn't have a season for years. 

They then, through protection of the deer, they 

grew very rapidly and in the 1950's you could get a license 

and kill-about as many deer as you wanted, two, three does 

and a buck. 

I can remember as a boy riding in on the BLM and 
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not sign up who would like to sneak this evening? 

HERSCHEL BUD BURGESS: I was late getting here, 

I would just like to make a few conments on just what was 

said tonight. 

.JOHN EINGWUB: Would you come up here and state 

your name and address and who you represent, if anyone, and 

I'll ask you to sign this when you finish. 

HERSCHEL BtiD BVRGESS: All right. I'm known to 

most as Bud Burgess. My address is 2380 N Wad, Eckert, 

Colorado. 

I've listened with interest to alot of the state- 

ments made here tonight, and there's a lot of concern with 

this public land. 

One of my questions is why is this land what it 

is today. Who developed it. And I think you will go back 

and listen to what some of these livestock people have said 

a 10t of the land was developed by the livestock oeople. 

They're what made it what it is today. 

Most of the damage that has come is from the 

people, your four-wheel "ehlcles, and we've got these three 

wheel vehicles and now we've got these little four-wheelers 

and two-wheel bikes. There's where your damage is coming 

from. I can take you places on the Forest and the'BI.8 and 

show you where we qetalot of the damage from these little 

vehicles today. 
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themselves, but also it providis an oooortunity for vandals 

and people who li4e to go digging, and that sort of thinq; 

to destroy sites, it provides then a mear.5 of qettinq some 

place easily. 

The soil is damagcd by these vehicles to the point 

I *I 
where erosion occurs. When-the eMsion bccurs, altei are 

The gentleman from Texas alluded to the quality 

of the Gunnison. Bow zany of you remenber when you could 

walk down tte slack canyon acd couldn't see the water betwe, 

the waterholes. How rat,; of you pcoolc were in this area 

at that time. 

What has made the Gunnison River what it is is 

the development on the Gunnison River. 

Wildlife and livestock, as Mr. Hamilton alluded t< 

is very compatible. A lot of old timers around the turn of 

the century will tell you about how few the deer were in 

this country. 

And look et the probleme we have got today. Why 

are those problems here today. Alot of my reasoning of why 

these problems are here today are because of mismanaqement 

of the deer. These deer are harassed from the first of 

August until the middle of January. Down in these river- 

bottoms it was a rare occasion to see a deer 20 years ago. 

Now we have alot Of resident deer. 

So if the people really want to look at the facts 

of what they want is water nanagement, wildlife manaqement, 

look at where the real problem is, not try to lay the blame 

on something that is not the problen, which alot of times 

is not. 

Thank you. 

JORN SINGLA'JS: Thank you. 
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damaged in the extreme, in sbne instances. '. 

So the Chipeta Chaoter and ttie Archeoloqical 

0 

I I 

Society would be opposed to any continuinq, or imorovement 

10 or opening of off-road vehicle use, and they would definitely 

1, be in favor of closing downa lot of areas that receive that 

L II 13 
kind of use. 

Thank you. 

11 JOHN SINGLA"s: Thank you. 

IS I believe that's everyone who wanted to speak 

16 this evening. 

II I realize the format of the hearing makes it 

1s sometimes awkward to get questions answered and to get the 

10 point across, and I urge you to take the opnbrtunity at the 

10 end of the session now to visi t with come of the people 

II ?IP here to get your questions answered, if you have some. 

II I anpreciato the time that you have taken to come 

23 here this evening, I know I speak for e"er"one here I" 

24 thanking you for your interest and concern in the public 

25 lands. And thanks for taking time out to come here this 

, 
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Do we have other speakers? 

DO we have another sneaker? 

SILL HARRISON: John, could I add something to 

something I already said? 

JOHN SINGLAUB: Just a minute after I give an 

opportunity to those people that I cut off. 

Mr. Rule, would you like to add anything to what' 

you aaid? 

W. W. RULE1 No. 

JOHN SINGLAUBz Mr. Baldus, would you like to 

add anything to what yo" said? 

JOHN BALDUS: NO, I don't wsnt to keep you all 

here until midnight. 

JOHi SINGLAUB: Mr. Harris? 

BILL HARRIS: One thinq that's been commented 

on a few times toniqht that I would like to -- 

JOHN SINGLAUE: This isn't an opportunity for 

rebuttal. 

SILL HARXIS: This is a continuation of my state- 

ment, something that I didn't touch uoon in my statement. 

There has been so"e comments made about off-road 

vehicles. It is my experience; and I think the exnerience 

of a lot of people that are involved with cultural resources 

management that the use of off-road vehicles has a detrimen- 

tal affect on cultural resources. Not only 01: the sites .' 

evening. The hearinq is hereby adjourned. 

(Hearing adjourned.) 
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Richard A. Strait 

TO: 

From: 

2. The number of elternativrs (four) and the orderly Presentatio" of 
material mde it convenient t" compare impacts of alrematives. 

1. The Preferred Alternative appears ro reilrct a e"neer" for wilderness 
values--both on RIM-administered lands and on lands administered by the NPS. 
We "ate thilc rhe Cunnisan Gorge Yilderoess Study Area (!a%) would be 
recommended for d=siS"atio" as vi:der"ess; the Adobe Badlands YSA "ould "ot 
be recommded for desiS"ab,n, but there would be r=s~ricfio"s on 
=urfac=-disturbing activities and "o Off-Xoad Ye‘nicle us= rhrre. liw=v=r, WE 
believe ehac the Adobe Ssdla"ds YSA is d=s=rv,"S of vildrrness status and 
should not be rejected far designstun because of plans LO ioplement salinity 
eanrrol Ele**"res. Efforts to reduce salinity should be concentrared in the 
asriculrural areas where increaead salt loading is caused by agricultural 
practices. 

2. Same BLWadminisrcred lands near ch= "orrheast and norchwrst b"und.aries 
of Black Canyon of the Gunnison Safionnl Monument sre designsred 8s potcnrial 
exchange trscts under the Preferred A1temarive. AS the draft RHP,IlS is 

5. 
Orand Mesa. "ncompahgre and 2250 Highway 50 

0""nisO" Hstio".l Forest Delta; Colwado 
Phone: (303) 874-1691 81416. 
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,miEI November 5, 1987 
moBANo”M 

To: RMP Team Leader, Bureau Of Land Malanaqement 
"nconpahqre Basin Resources Area, Uontrose. Colorado 

Prom: Acting State Supervisor. Fish and Wldlife Enhancement 
Fish and Wildlife Service, Grand Junction, Colorado 

s*,ect: Draft ““compahqre Basin Resources Maanaqement 
Pla”/E”“iranmental Impact statements an.3 the 
Draft Uncompahgre Basin Planning Area Wilderness 
Technical Supplement 

General Comment, 

we have reviewed the referenced Resa"rces nanegement 
PlanlEnvironmental impact Statememt and related Wilderness 
Technical Supplement. The Edangered Species Act IActl requires 
that an action agency consider possible impacts to proposed and 
listed species and their critical habitats to determine if any 
propose* plan my effect e.“Ch species or habitat areas. Should 
the Bureau of Lard t4ansgenent maIce * "My affect’ *eterminat1on, 
then formal consultation should be initiated. llanagenent 
proposals identified in the plan seem, at this time, too general 
to mare a "naylmay not affect' determination for any species with 
certainty. It is our suggestion that informal consultation 
continue as specific actlone are planned for the resources area 
rather than trying to IBake * blanket *eterminatian for the broad 
Reso"rces Minagement Plan. By consulting on a case-by-case 
basis. we will know exactly what action is being considered and 
will have the advantage of the latest biological knowledge for 
the species involved, a* we11 a, important habitats such as 
wetlands and riparian zones. 

SWCifiC Comment, 

'Pase 2-10. Table 2-6. En*anaere*, threatened, candidate, or 
sensitive plant species. 

The habitat descriptions for the sPineless bedqehoq cactus 
and Uinta Basin hookless cactus are reversed. Based on new 
locations discovered by Jim Ferguson last field season the 
habitat description for the Delta lomatiun should be 
expanded to include mid-altitude mancos shale in association 
with pinyon-juniper. The Wetherill milkvetch (Astragalus 

6 

Rr. Robert S. Schmidt 
tbantr~~e District Manager 
Bureau of Lam Management 
nontrose District Office 
2465 South Townsend Avenxe 
"ontrose, Colorado 81401 
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3ear Mr. Schmidt 

This is in response to your request for comnenfs on the Draft Planning 
Area Liilderness Technical Supplement for the Uncompahgre Basin Planning 
Area located in southwest Colorado. 

Ye continue to support the overall wilderness area concept. Yhile actual 
conflicts between Air Force flying areas/router and the proposed uilder- 
ners area do not exist at the present time, routes and airspace require- 
ments of the military do change frequently. Mission requirements, fuel 
costs, and environmental constraints all act on the decision to locate a 
military training activity. In particular. low altitude high speed 
flfght. because of general aviation and population pressures. has been 

' relegated to those areas least accesrlble and sparsely inhabited. For 
this reason, it is requested that you give full consideration to the 
extent to whfch a uilderness designation might adversely effect Or 
restrict use of low altitude airspace by the Air Force. If restrictions 

' are placed upon these military overflights. the negative impact on train- 
ing and readiness ~111 force the Air Force to object to that wilderness 
designation. 

Ye hope this information is useful in your planning process. Ue thank you 
for the documentation previously provided and look forward to continued 
coqnunication with your office. Our staff project officer is Mr. Raynnnd 
Bruntmyer. telephone 1214) W-3341. 

Environmental Planning Givision 

copy to: 
"Q USAF/LEEV 

uetherilliil. --.-- a plant 0" State List , and which Will be 
added as a federal candidate in the next update, should be 
added to Table 2-6. Its habitat Is clay hills in 
association with pinycn-juniper and sagebrush. Estimated 
populations include four collections from the "ncompehgre 
Resources Area. and the estimated acereqe of occur~nce is 
unknown. 

paqe 2-12, Table 2-8. Endanqered, threarened, and candidate 
animal species. 

Tnr *iYe* otter, l.utra can*ensis SO"orae. is * federal 
CandidaZe ?Ipecies. 

Paw 3-30. ms,posa1 Of P"bllC lands. 

we recommend that public wildlife values be considered prior 
to any cli?rpo**l Of public lands. 

The service va”ld appreciate involvement in any variance to 
seasonal stipulations on lands used by bald eagles for 
hunting habitat. 

The Service vould appreciate involvement prior to the 
approval of any disturbancea to riparian zones. 

Paw? 4-51. ImPacts on threatened Bnd emlansere* SPecies. 

The service would appreciate involvement prior to any 
mineral resources manaqement that might affect wintering 
bald eagles. Appropriate consultation may be necessary if 
offroad recreational vehicle, "se effect the Uinta Basin 
hookless CBCf", or if the disposal of public lands affects 
any threatened or endangered species. 

P4-52. 1lapacts on terrestrial wildlife. 

The Service would appreciate notification of the potential 
loss of any raptor nesting habitat. 

60 
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Thank you for the opportunity t” provide our comments prior to 
completion Of the draft. Again. we would appreciate the 
opportunity to comment when specific actions are completed. 

cc: AWl-De”“er 
ml-SLC 
Reading File 
Official File 

SGober:dm:ll-5-87 lblmuncom F:user 51 
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0 mnsistency of analysis of effects “n aquatic rcs”urces!Seneficiai use5 
in relatlm to appl,pllwble statutes, 

0 a framxv:k for CWw)S nnniroring. 

0 aldttimal guidance and docummtatim for pr”te.ztim of rlparian and 
wetland values. 

0 need for consistent Areas of critwl mv~rmmental Concern (PcIc) 
remnmendations by alternative, and plans for Rcocs that are adequate to 
as502 resource protfftim, 

0 compliance with the mdangered Species Act. 

0 and xnclusim of rrore sFific plz!s for mordinatim and implenentatim. 
arrmg other itens. in an inplenwntatim chapter or appendix. 

Several features of the Cmservatim Alternative are identified, that nwld 
also help pride a strmger, mxe aggressive resource l~nagement program. 

A statewide mtidegrtiatim @icy is an important part of State VW. 
EPA’S qp regulation requires that. at a minirun. state @xy ensure that 
existing instrean uses and the level of water quality neoessary to prOt@Ct the 
elisting uses be m3intaine.3 ati protected (40 CPR Part 131.12). lhis 
prcwisim applies to all waters of the state. Furthermore, the state @icy 
nust establish additimal masures for protection of certain high quality 
water5 (water6 there anbimt quality exceeds that needed to protezt the 
“fishable,!swirmr&le” uses) and waters uhich may Constitute outstanding 
national or state resource waters. At present, there is a difference in the 
way the federal and state regulatims and guidance identify high quality 
waters. under the currm~t state regulatim WXR 3.1.R (3)). Sigh Quality 
Class II waters “. . . shall be maintained and protected at their existing 
guallty unless the Camnissim chocses, after full intergwemmental 
arordination and plslic pxticipatim, to allow lower water quality as a 
result of necessary and justifiable emnmic or social develcpnent”. In 
Colorado. this ?evel of protection is applied only to water designated by 
ColorJdo’e Wate: Quality Cmtrol Cmissim (rryc) as High Quality Class II 
waters. EPA’s regillation would not distinguish bstwen those waters 
desi nated Sigh Quality Class II by the state and those L?at are. by 
&. high quality. EPA has approved the current state antidegradatim 
star&rd m the past. isodever. based PI changes enladled in fm’s nev water 
quality standards regulatim, the WX has begun a review of the present 
stankrds an3 expzcts to ocmplete the reviw prowess in mid 198S. We 
encourage the BIW to be part of this process and be aware of the applicability 
“f any new requirrments that may apply t” SIM st.‘eam. ‘Ihe state Of Colorado 
oartact person is Dennis tierson in Denver (331-4571) and the EPA mntact iS 
willian wertbele (IT!. 564-1586 or mrmercial 293-1586). 

61 

RE: Draft vnam&+gre Basin RScuKe 
nmgemnt Plan ard nwiraurenta: 
Inpact statenent wP!EISl. and 
Wilderness Technical Supplement 

Dear Mr. Vecchia: 

In acmrdanoe with the Natimal mvirmmental policy lrct (NEpA) and 0~ 
respnsibilities under Srxtim 309 of the Clean Air A”t, the wgim yI11 
offioe Of the Dwir-tal Pntktim Agency (EPA) has reviewed the 
referenced clccxmts. Ihe m* appreciated the ertunity to meet with you 
afd other m Staff at rtntrcse in rerch, 19985. me me&ng “as fOllwed up 
by PpA’s scoping emcerns for the project rhich were sent m May 3, 1985. In 
rdditim to envirmmmtal anditims Md effects, “UT reviw is also foxwed 
~1 the PJQ as a “frameuxk for awaging and allcrating plblic lard resources. 
d it’s iqortanor in establishing %wmpnmt dirwztlm. (page l-1). Cur 
enclceed detailed -nts are intat&d to mke a antructive axtributicm to 
the nnnagement dlreztim. 

Based m “uf mncems and the criteria EPA haa established to rate 
adequacy of draft EISs, we have rated this draft EIS a8 category EC-2 
(mvirounental o~n~~rns - insufficient infonratim). A sllnn~y of OUT a.5 
ratings definitions is enclosed. we mmrrnd the incluslm of wnagemnt 
mits: initiatives m watic and rlparian nmitoring; and the en+& m 
salinity, riparia”. and aquatic systems. Soyever. “u enclosed ODmnents 
&dress insufficiencies ard rezamwr&tims that we feel are appcpriate at 
the PMP level of planning, regarding: 

0 the descriptim of consistency with water quality standards 
lexistin”ldesiaxated beneficial uses. use “rotectim criteria and 

0 the framnrork of measures, criteria, and indices that uxlld be used, 
e.g., mhysical measures (S&I as channel and streanbank stability), 
chemical criteria, and biological indices, for implenmting water quality 
standards (w)/aquatic rescur’ze proteztim under the Clean Water Aft 
(am) and Pederal Lard policy and llanagerent Act, 

We ‘axId appreciate the oppxtunity to discuss witi the 813 its pr”pxcd 
respnses and W!EIS revisims relating to EPA concerns prior o the 
I(W,‘Flnal EIS. Based m experien~ reviewing these dwxrents, such a 
aardinatim process would be beneficial in helping address our mnoerns. 
Please -tact rnuglas Lafstedt of my Staff as needed for further EPA 
mordinatim at 303-B3-1717 or fl.9 X4-1717. 

sinorre1y. 

mvirmmental policy Branch 
policy and Umagement Divisim 

David Willi&. Office of Planning and Bwironmental Cmrdinatim, 
BUI washin.oti rlfflr+ 

Jon i%rschligt, Colorado rzpartment of Sealtb 
Rick Krueger. USPIIS. Grand Jmctim 
Laurie Mathews. Colorado nepartment of tatural wsouce~ 
Willian Dickerson. EPA Office of Federal I\ctivities 
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118 pro&t, and resmre the natural fmctims-of such-&a;. *at are de 
scecific stam%rBlou~delines for m~rmmmt and motectim of mditicn? 

0 
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‘kimring and hraluatim 

me draft RHP makes several references ELI nmitoring. Ia@ implenentatim 
will be mitered (page l-1). *Wt.er quality . hvuld te inventoried and 
mnibxed” (page 3-F)). ?he ripr ian zone5 would have intensive ‘aquatic 
habitat” mnitoring (page 3-38). mile we amnerd these planned initiatives. 
be reauest that tie dccument 40 farther m describing the comprehensive CWA 

76 

a3 

a5 

From the berspectlve of wlldllfe and utldllfe recreatlo". the 
Olvt~,on of Ylld,,fe prefers the C.,nservatlon 1,ternatlve. Thts 
alternatIve would best conserve and protect vl,derness. vlldllfe 
habltatr. watersheds and rerredtlonal areas. This h,gh level Of natural 
res""rce conrer"atlon 11 jurtlfled In ,,ght of the stgn~ftcant eco"o~"tc 
values of riId,$fe and recreat,on ,n western Colorado. 

The Ol",r,o". In ~oo,,eratlon "lth the B"rea" of Land "anaWW"t 
(EM). has a btghorn sheep relntroductlon program currently underway 9" 
the G"n"lson Gorge. The two agentler should m-&e arrangeIWntr t0 
continue and enhance this program. 

The Gunntson Gorge area Is a Gold "eda, fishery uhlch should be 
mlntalned ani enhanced. Protectlo” of the rurroundlng watershed and 
arraclated resources are necessary to protect the fishery. The 
Canrervatlon bltcrnatlve emphar,zer this rmtertlon; howe”er. other 
management o~tlonr are available and should be cons,dered If thlr 
alternative Is not selected. 

m 

Protectlo” of the mart crltlca, vlldll‘e hab,tdtl ,” the 
“ncompahgre Resource Area. rlparla” areas and b,g game winter range. IS 
errentla,. The ~rox,m,ty of BLM wbllc lands to prlrate lands dt the 
lower elevatlonr marlmlzcr available oppartun,t,es to enhance these 
trtt,ca, “lldll‘e ranges. The Co”rer”at,on *,ternat,ve YlI1 not cOnl\der 
disposal of public lands. Rather. private land e&changes would be 
emphasized to obta,” cr~cIa1 big game ulnter ranges. rlwrla” m”es, and 
waterfowl areas. Pub,,c access to pub,,c lands wo”ld be acqu+red. 

e 

I 
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The importance of rlparlan habitat warrants tts careful analysis 

of acres of rlparlan habitat Is not 
the IMP. Rlparlan habitat +I shorn as 1034 

24 acres (2.0). 6.320 acres (4.54). and 1000 acres (4.54). It Is imperat,ve 
to analyze potential impacts on an accurate number of rlparlan acres. 

7 

119 

1) Ilmlt forage ut,l,zat,on to 35X on 6320 acres (4.5,); 

2) -1"te"slse~ grazing m,nagement on 5125 acre'r(4.51); 

3) remo"a, Of gra*,ng from UdrCh 1 to "ay 15 (i-54): and 

1) reduction of livestock allocation by 200 l"llr a" several 
grazing allotmentr (4.54). 

The EIS sho"ld dercrlbe how each of there lneasuier would contribute 
to the rertoratlon of r,par,an areas. For example. how will the 
reduction of zoo A"", on seven allotmnts 1nprove r1parian areas? 

-Grazing should be restricted In all rlprrlan areas at all timer of the 
year. since recruitment of native woody vegetation rlll be nonexistent In 
rlparla" lmpro"enent areas ""less grazing IS remo*ed. 

Il,nera1> an* tnersy Resources 

,he state has no slgn,f,rant dlragreernent utth'the preferred 
alternatl"e with regard to m,nera1 and energy reso"rce development. The 
"era Verde coals In the Paonla area ",I, ultimately be the most econonlc 
to produce. The preferred alternative allows mlntng to occur In this 
area. The Dakota coals wblch are th," and have not bee" econc""iC t0 date 
are also reserved for future production If conditions warrant. 
Reservation of the Gunnlron Gorge area for wilderness r,ll not 
s,gn,f,cantly affect the ultimate coal productlpn of the area. 

There has been ,,a,ted 011 and gas exploration in the area to 
date. There ,I methane potential 1" the "uddy Creek area "ear Paonla. 
The preferred alternative allows development of these wrourcer when 
fearlble. finally. sand and grav‘l In the "ancor shale area 1s Surface 
mlnable In the Adobe Flats area and the preferred alternative allow 
production of this resource In the future.' 

Recreatlos 

t 

The dlscurrion on recreation Is very general and doer not include 
53 ,nfommatlon on the types and levels of current recreatlo" use. Th,s 

Infonnatlon would arslrt In assess,"9 how well the preferred alternative 
responds to multiple use demands. Under the preferred alternative. 82 
,,ercent of the resource area Is open to offroad "ehlcle use. The plan 

67 should dercrlbe the demand for thlr use and ta,lor access to the area 
accordingly. rather than allow,"g virtually unrestricted "se and 
correspond,"9 Impact throughout the entire area. 

3s would help mtn!m,ze aquifer m,x,ng and &und water dti,qradatlon. 

1 Plugging and cdwtng of test hales are governed by the Colorado "tried 
LmKi Reclamat,on Ruler and Reg"lat,o"r. 

glr~hrt_e.ned ,and Endangered Sperler 

[ 

Lands having populations of federally threatened or endangered 

100 
plsnt rpec‘er should not be released from federal ownersh,p. Pop"lat,onr 
of clay-lovtng ulld b"ck.'heat have been documented it both dlrporal 
tracts ment,onKl rpec,f,cally on page 4.52. oercr,pt,onr of acM,t,ona, 
d,rposa, tracts (3.890 acres) should be made available for,rev,eu. 

104 
before a,, and ga, or m,nera1 reroYr<e development oCC"rr a"d'a"o,da"CC 
stipulations applied to known populatlonr. Threatened or endangered 

27 
,per,er ,n Ilvestock or OR" drees should also be mon,tored to ass&r 

[ 

Potent,.31 habitat for endangered plant spec,cs should be rurveye., 

gra2,n.q 1mpactr and loss due to OR" use or collectinq. I" PartlCYlar 
the document sho"ld d,rc"rr ho,, development of the North Oelta OR" us; 
area ",,I ,"Pact crltlcal habitat for the "lnta Gas," hookless cactus and 
potential habitat of clay-lov,ng wild buckwheat and Oelta ,omat,um. 

Management practicer should be implemented uhlch enhance habltatt 

109 
for rperlnl Interest s"ec,es which have been hirtorlcally Impacted by 

[ 

agricultural development in the fruitland "era area. such as rage 
grouse. The D,r,slon of Ylldllfe vlll arrlrt In Identlfylng such 
ms"agement pract1rer. 

Ye appreciate the opportunity to review your draft managerent plan 
and look forward to cont,""ed cooperat,o" ulth BL" as dedrlonr 
Imple~ntlng these plans are m&e. 

OYD:nrh:,753 

CC: *t*tc Agency Re",ewerr 

64 

136 

20 
94 

37 

36 

9 
!‘,ldernesr 

,,e suppwt the ret-',dat,o" In the Plan of 21,038 acres of 
Gunnlson Gorge for wilderness der,gnat,on. Th,s land 1s a geologic 
ront,nuatlon of the Black Canyon of the G""n,ron rontalnlng spectacular 
,,aterfalls and offertng outrtandlng fishing. hlklng and river boating 
challenges. 

[ 

The Came, Back r,,dernes% study area aI10 has outstand,"9 
w,ldernesr attributes. Its colorful deep canyons and mesas create vast 
panoramic vlrtar and extenrlve recreation opportunltler. fls the OEIS 
states. m,neral developnent In the area Is "nllkely over either the ,hort 
or long term. This area appears deserv,"g of derlgnatlon although the 
O,v,r,on of Y,ldl,‘e Is concerned that acce,, for management and 
recreatlan purposes be prov,ded. At the sane t,ne. the proliferation of 
roads rlmllar to thst uhlth has occurred In nearby areas should be 
avoided. WC uould like to see this Issue cooperatively worked out to 
allov eventual dertgnatlan of the Camel Back area. 

The E,S should present ,"format,o" 0" remnant 07 relict plant 
co"V"un,t,er ,n the res~"rce area, tncludtng those suitable for spec,al 
management conrlderat~on. &cent data Indicate the presence Of 
high-quality rlparlan vegetation along the "ncompahgre River (T4lN RBYS 
32 YE,,, Xl,,) and upland vcgetatlon In Yells Gulch (14s R 3E. portlonr 
Of rect,onr 1a.19.20,30 and Tl‘S 9 93Y. port,onr of sect,onr 26 and 35). 
The Colorado Natural Areas Program u,II work ulth BLIl to ldenttfy and 
evaluate appropriate high quality "egetatlon rlter for rpectal rnanagernent 
‘ons,deratlon. 

1 

Ye ret-nd that each rpeclal aanagenent area contaln lnformatlon 
and management prov,slonr on all relevant alternative uses of the rlter: 
I, graz,"g. 2) OR" "se. 3, canping-publk access. 4) "tlllty corridors 
and 5) mineral entry. Thlr 1s necessary to protect Important features of 
each area. for example. Ilvestock use In the proposed Escalante Canyon 
LCEC has severely degraded Sclerotactur slaucus (federal-threatened! 
populations. yet no special prov,r,onr for graz,ng are presented. 

[ 

The RW should 1"clude dls~"rs,on of the ,981 recomnendat,o"r of 
the BLll teologlc Advisory Group. Recormwndatlonr Included the 
deslgnatlon of ,800 acres of Chukar Canyon and recognition of the "te 
Indian fault zone wlthln the proposed Gunnlron Gorge retreatlo" Area. 
The EIS should ,"d,cate the proposed change In status for Needle lock 
from 1 WA Research natural Area to an Outrtandlng Natural Area as 
s"morted by the ad",sory group. 

u* 

c 

Any Impact of coal wnagement. locatable m,nerals management or oil 
and gas nunagenent uh,ch would Injure an adjudicated water right. will 
have to be m,t,gated by a plan for a"9mentatlon approred In Mater Covrt 
prior to the occurrence of the ,"jury. 

oear Gene: 
‘. 

1 want to correct and c1arlfy the Co"‘"ent> submitted by the 
Colorado Oepartnent Of Natural Resources In the November 5. 198, letter 
for the Colorado Natural Areas Program on the draft ""compahgre Resource 
Ared "d"dgemP"t Plan an* Env,ronme"tal Impa‘t Statement. 

lnformatlon ‘ontalned In the special management areas rectlon on 
pdge 3. paragraph 3 Is erroneous legal dercrlptlonr are won9 and the 
specific reference to Yells Gulch should be deleted. The flrrt paragraph 
,n the spec,a, ,wnagenent areas sect,on should read a, follows: 

The EIS should indicate that a systematic s"rvey for relict or 
remnant plant crmnunltter has not been conducted in the Uncompahgre 
flesovrce rare*. A number Of a,ea*. including several r,par,an 
rites. mdy qualify for future rpetirl managelaent conr,deratlon. 
The Colorado Natural Areas Program will uork ulth GUI to Identify 
and evaluate appropriately qualified vegetat,on sites for rpec,.l 
mdn*gemPnt. 

I hope that this clarlfles any confusion concerning our recom- 
mendatlonr. I apo1og1ze for IendIng yo" incorrect lnfornat,on. Please 
call me If you have any quertlons on our revlred reronwndat,o"r. Bert 
ulrher for the new year. 

DIrector 
Colorado Natural Areas Program 
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lOtIN R. KAPPA 
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November 4. IQ87 

Mr. Robert E. Vecchia 
RMP ‘Team Leader 
Bureau or La”? Panagenect 
Uncompahgre Pas!n Resource Area 
2505 9. Townsend Avenue 
Mo”trose. co PI431 

AE: Drart ,!ncompahgre Resin RMP/EIS end WTS 

The City OF Delta hereby siubmits the follouI”~ comments 
concerning the draft PXP/EIS and WTS for the llncompahgre Basin 
Planning Are*. 

1. Qenerally the documents fail to adequately ldenti’ry and 
discuss the development of hydra power resources on the 
Gunnlson plver and I” the Gunnison Gorge as a specific 
Peso”PCe or planning issue. 

2. 

[ 

3. 

4. 

DI 

The description In the discussion Of the Gunnlson Gorge USA 
on oeee 2-2” Is devoid Of any analysis of potentlel power 
projeGr.8. 

A. NotwIthstanding the exception for presidential actIon. 
wlldernesa deslgnatlon will preclude any possibility of 
developing the projects. 

The Wilderness TechnIcal Supplement is totally Inadequete and 
Inaccurate concernI;g Its analysis OF hydro electric ProJects 
within the GunnIson Gorge by maltInS the followInS 
unSubetentleted and erroneous assumptions. 

8. Wilderness designation will make It Virtually Impossible 
ror the City of Delta to perform the neceaswy due 
dlllgence work I” order to keep lta conditional rights In 
the Gorge. This will result in aubstantIa1 detrimental 
economic effects. 

A. Economic feasibility of these hydro prqjects Is low. 

R. The proJects will not be developed. 

c. The Impact due to precluding development Is negllglble. 

D. If the projects we developed, poeitlve impacts will be 
negllglble. 

C. The City of Delta wfll lose the many thoueands of dollars 
It has Invested already In these water rights and will 
lose the potential benerits from the eventual development 
or Its project. 

The failure to analyze the social and economic Impacts or 
wilderness deslS”atIon Is erroneous. Preclusion of hydro 

power and wster proJects uIl1 have a dramatic adverse 
economic effect. 

D. The conditiona? water rights I” and of themsel”es are 
very Yaluahle. Goss of these rights will allow proJects 
such es the Clty of Aiurora’s Transmountaln Diversion 
ProJect to obtain decrees for unappropriated water which 
otherwise may not be available. This will result I” all 
of the very substantial Impacts related to such a 
transmountaln diversIon proJect. 

?L 2/15 DEL 2/15 

10 

Hr. Robert Vecchla 
Page 3 
November 4, 1987 

. 
E. Such condItIona rIShts have value to developers 0P YateP 

rights who might want to develop other proJects hut need 
to promote the prlo~lty o C their rights by purchasing 

rIShts such as the City of Delta end thereafter 
abandoning then to the str’eam or transferring them. Such 

. value Is ellmlnated by the WIldePness proposalS. 

-8. The documents also Ignore the ract that development of hydra 
electric po*er would not carry with It many OF the adverse 
e”“I~OnmentRl effects ass0cleted with coal or nuclear power. 

- 

Very truly yourn, 

DEL 2/15 

'65 

71 

Mr. Robert “ecchle 
Page ? 
November 4, 1987 

10 

The dIscusSIon of City of Delta water rights decrees on the 
Gunnlson I” the Gorge on pages 3-15 and 3-16 of the UTS Is 
Incomplete because It does not recognize that the City’s 
decree Is also for consumptive uses for munlclpal and 
lnn”strIa1 purposes. 

The d:scusslon on page 3-16 of the WTS concernInS the 
alternat:ve proposals ror development Is misleading. Such 
proposals ape beInS considered In conslderetlon with the 
leglslatlon to create e Black Canyon National Perk and Wild 
end Scenic River. Under the W:ld and Scenic Rivers Act, the 
City or- Delta Is entitled to Just Compensation for what 
emounts to e taking of Its weter PIghts. The Clty has been 
willing to lllscuss alternatives to development of Its project 
In the coDtext OF the Black Canyon National Perk proposal 
because It recognizes that other. benefits will accr”e to the 
City from that proposal. The amount of water proposed to be 
traded to the City as compensation clearly demondratee 
(understated as It Is) the considerable value of the City’s 
water rights. 

The conclualo” on page 4-12 of the WE that the Impaot Of not 
being able to develop hydro electric po”er projects la 
negligible is totally erroneo”8 for the fallauln~ rca.llo,,a: 

11 

Robert E. “ecchxa. R”P Tean leader 
BLH. ““COnpahgrE he111 Relo”rce *rea 
2505 South Townsend Awn”* 
nontrole. Colorada 81031 

Dear “r. “eccbla. 

The mntrore District Advisory Council subalts the follor~op two 
resolutions 1as adopted October 29, 1987) for your consideration in the 
RHP process. 

RESOLUTION 1: The ELI should recoamend that the Gunnlao” Gor9e be 
made e Ullderness Area to be adminlstered by the BLK. 

lESOL”TION 2: The BL” should adopt the Preferred alternaf~ve after 
revlw~ng and resolv1n9 the follow”9 issues: 

13 
C 

A. The plan should identify specific unagement measures for 
rivarlan area. end should better define cipsrian zones. 

66 
C 

8. 
136 

Cemelbeck and Adobe Bedlade YSAs should be reconsidered for 
wilderness recommendetionr. 

67 E. lore attention should be focused on nmapin9 future 
increaser in off-road vehicle use. 

3 L 0. The RllP should identify trade-offs end sbor economic deta 

- dealing with land and water managcnent proposele. 

102 
C 

6. Study area (nsturel. undisturbed ecorystenr) rhould be 
erteblirhed. 

30 
C 

F. The location of tbc proposed right-of-rey corridor rhould be 
glren a closer look. 
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136 

13 
601 Conym 
Doulder. Colorado 80302 
303*449*5595 

SIEl7RA CLUB SOUTHWEST OFFICE 

I- 1 do feel that the RtM needs to reconsider 
&commendations for Camel Back and Ad&w Badlands as a 
wilderness. I do not understand the WY’s approach to their 

136 
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124 

125 

15 

remurce preservation and be sold for a noslnal fee to cover the 

cost Cf pr,nt,ng. 

3) A" ~nrer>retl"e prehlstory dlsplzy should be assenbled with repre- 

se"tdt,w types of drtlfxts fro1 the basr" and rnclude pkXo9raphs. 

c:ldrts and resOurce preservation Information. The display could be 

housed at the Ute Museum. MOntrose County Historicdl Maeurn or.other 

high-profile facility. 

4) Develop presentation that could be shown to tourists. local civic 

groups and schools on archaeologlcal tpp,cs. 

51 Actively pursue mltigatlon of damaged archaeological sites. 

61 Involve local groups interested 1n prehistoric and hlstorlc resources 

wt7 the inplementatlon Of the above reconmendatlons. 

7) Patrol areas that contain hrgh site densities and monitor site 

damage and Conditions. 

8) Restrict ORV use I" high site density areas to existing jeep roads 

and close jeep roads that aren't necessary. 

In conclusion. I would like to emphasize that the BLM has a timely 

Oppurtunity to address the cultural resource management problwn. Your 

decisions concerning the RMP wlll ret the tone for future generations and 

hopefully preserve the unique cultural reswrces of the Uncompahgre Basin, 

:’ 15 

THE COLORADO ARCHAEOLOGICAL SOCIETY 
9 

p-4 -Lou 

123 

124 

Gene Vecc'lia 

RMP lean Leader 

Bureau cf Land Manqenent 

2505 S. Townsend Are. 

Montrose. co 61401 

October 20. 1967 

I represent the Chipeta Chapter of the Colorado Archaeological Society, 

and presented verbal comments on the BLWs Draft RMP for the Uncompahgre Basin 

at the September 29, 1987 hearing in Mootrose. I won't repeat verbatim what I 

said that evewng since it II put of the official record, but would like to 

make addltlonal CoPments on several key points. 

The members of the archaeological conmunlty rn the MOntrose area are 

extremely concerned abwt the current rate of destruction of.archaeological 

resources. The law enforCeW"t approach to cultural resource management has 

Iln;ited value. lnnovatlue approaches must be developed.and Public education 

concerning cultural rescurce a>preciatlon and preservation should receive 

hl@ prlc?r,ty. 1% Draft RIIP, Preferred AIternPte tzkes 121~ rlgnt. f,:s: step. 

but L"ch ccre can be done. Some recr,rwnddtlo"s are IIsled below. 

1) icr;duc: an ,ntenslve ar:haeo,og,cal resource survey on 9LM lands 

= 
betdee" H,ghrdy 90 and Roubldeau Creek. 

2) Publish a booklet that ,nterprets rile prehlstory of the "ncompahgre 

3dSln based on aTChaeo:oglCli studleS dOW 1" the Ned. the boaklet 

s!w,d be easy-tc-read, uell-1Ilustrated. Include Waso"l"g fOr 

f------7 16 

color-ado 

Robert E. Vecchia 
RHP Team Leader 
Bureau of Land Management 
uncompahgre Basin Resource Area 
2505 60ut.h Townsend Avenue 
,lontrose, Colorado 81401 
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October 23, 1987 

mar Hr. vecchia, 

I would like to make comments on behalf of the Colorado Environ- 
mental coalition in regards to the Uncompahgre Basin Resource 
nanagemenr Plan. The Colorado Environmental Coalition was formed 
in 1965 to work for protection of Colorado’s environment. The 
organization has 40 member groups with a combined membership of 
over 35,000 people. 

Overall. we fovnd the plan to be very “ague. It did nor really 
quantify the impacts. The plan uses subjective terw, Such ari 
'substantial," “potentially improve; etc. instead of quantifed 
data. We view these subjective comments on impacts as being 
poorly conceived and we want actual numbers to allow the public 
to better understand the impacts. 

Coal 

ke of the most disturbing aspects of the preferred alternative’s 
coal leasing proposal is the area open to coal leasing. 83.334 
acres are open to further leasing consideration. Under the 
current management alternative, which we would more readily 
support. the acreage open to coal leasing would be 20.737 acres. 
This is a much more realistic figure considering current and 
foreseeable market trends. This would also allow for better 
protection of the environmental quality of the North Fork Valley 
because the BIM could select the areas, which would be the least 
harmed by coal production. for further consideration. 

The Plan found only 569 acres of land out of the 83,396 acres in 
the coal planning units to be unsuitable for further leasing 
consideration using the unsuitability criteria. This is obviou.5- 
ly a very narrow interpretation of the unsuitability criteria. 
Substantial acreage in the North Pork drainage should be found 
unsuitable on the Scenic ureas criterion alone. Alluvial valley 
floors are also located in the coal leasing area. It would seem 
to be appropriate that the EIS devote a section or an appendix to 
the lands that have bee” eliminated from further consideration 
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under the Unsuitability criteria, and explain the methodology 
used for determining unsuitability. This is one of the few PAPS 
where the reader is not provided with this basic information. A 
good example of where an area should have been found unsuitable 
under the Scenic Areas criterion is the higher elevations of the 
Adobe Badlands WA. This badlands area is obivously one of the 
most scenic msss in the Uncompahgre Basin Resource urea. A 
reevaluation of the unsuitability criteria obviously needs to 
occur in the Pinal ~1s. 

fhe plan inadequately addresses multiple-use trqde-offs. The 
only discussion of multiple-use trade-offs occurs on page l-9, 
stating ‘These multiple-use trade-off determinations are made 
bring the PAP-US process.” It appears that the only multiple- 
use trade-offs made were by letting uses other than coal produc- 
tion occur on lands that did not contain producable coal re- 
serves. An example of a BIW resource Management Plan that did 
examine multiple-use trade-offs is the North Dakota RHP and EIS. 
le recornend that you take a close look at this document when 
xeparing the final EIS. 

rhe Federal Coal Management Program EIS of 1979 also requires 
:hat thresholds be established on impacts to a variety of other 
:esoYrces. Since this concept was not superceded by anything in 
:he 1984 Supplement to the EIS, it is still in effect. we 
maintain that the PMP must address thresholds particularly for 
rildlife and socioeconomic capabilities of the surrounding area. 

ihe Secretarial Issue Document of 1986 requires that the PAP 
assess the coal development potential of the area. The reason 
.hat this should be covered in the RplP is so that leasing levels 
:m be in line vith demand levels. The Uncompahgre Basin PAP itates on page 4-44 that ‘The possible leasing of up to 5,730 
lillion tons of coal would far exceed demand over the life of 
:his plan as the 1985 coal production from Delta and Gunnison 
:ounties was 2.2 million tons and optimistic annual coal 
lroduction forecasts for this area range from 4.5 to 7.35 million 
.ons for the wars 1990 to 2000. The plan continues on oaae I- 
85 to st*te that ” this [preferred] alteknative is not anticipated 
.o impact coal production levels over the life swan of the plan.” 
‘he Plan blatantly ignores the realistic coal d&elopment . 
Dtential of the area, and needs to be reworked. 

‘be Secretarial Issue Daument (19861 also requires the BLA to 
‘iv.? “increased emDhasis” to six criteria that other aaencies. 
he OTA, and public interest groups wanted added to th; 20 u.1 
uitability criteria. An’onq these other criteria are effects 
cal mining will have on wetlands/riparien habitat, sole-source 
quifers, lands adjacent to Class I air quality areas, 
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adequate criteria for determining tract disposal. The Grand 
Junction PAP included 17 criteria which would automatically 
warrant retention of the tract. The criteria are *s follows: 

1. wilderness areas and wilderness study areas 
2. National conservation areas 
3. Wild and scenic rivers and wild and scenic study rivers 
4. National or historic trails 
5. Natural or research natural area8 
6. Designated areas of cultural or natural.‘history 
7. Designated areas of critical environmental concern 
8. Deslgnated,wild ,horse preserves 
9. Other congressionally designated areas 
10. Threatened or endangered species habitat areas 
11. Riparian habitat areas 
12. vaiuable recreation areas 
13. wetland Areas as defined in Executive Order 11990 5/77 
14. Flood plain areas (100 year8 as defined in executive 

Order 11988 5/24/77 
15. Large blocks of land that are suitable for multiple use 

“S”S.Z*“S”t 
16. Lands containing water sources with valid existing water 

rights held by the Bu4 
17. critical big game winter range 

There are also criteria for areas with high mineral potential. 
We maintain that the criteria used in the Grand Junction RplP is 
much more useful and thorough than the 5 criteria used in the 
““compahgre RElP presented on page 1-6. 

Changee in Management Prescriptions 

we recommend the following changes in the mandates for the pre- 
ferred management prescriptions. in addition to the comments made 
through the rest of the letter: 

The D-6 management prescriptior should include a recommendation 

6? 
to acquire land in Red Canyon in order to have a more logical and 
ecologically sound boundary for the proposed Gunnison Gorge 
wilderness Area. 

we commend the Bu4 on realizing the significance: of the Riparian 
areas within the Resource Area, but feel the agency has not gone 
far enough in insuring the protection of riparian areas in the 
PhII. The D-9 prescription needs to allow the agency to imple- 
ment a policy which will improve the quality and vitality of ri- 
parian areas. we support stricter limits for.livestock use in 
these fragile areas, since livestock is probably the single 
greatest cause of deterioration of riparian habitat. The Plan, 
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reclaimability and,buffer zones around National Park Service 
areas. None of these criteria were examined thoroughly in the 
Phil. In fact, the plan only briefly mentions riparian areas and 
makes the following statement in regards to aquifers on page 4- 
63. “The mining of coal and locatable minerals could result in 
the permanent and irreversible loss of ground water though diver- 
sion and subsidence,” which we find totally unacceptable. B?l- 
sically, the BLH needs to conduct not only a much more thorough 
investigation into these six criteria, but also into the entire 
federal coal management program in the Resource urea. 

Oil and Gas 

The section’on oi: and gas impacts is inadequate. 

! 

The ccurt case 
of Connors Y. Burford states 
rivets 

“comprehensive analysis of cumula- 
on several oil and gas activities must be done 

before a single activiry can proceed.” The Preferred Alternative 
of the’llan dedicates only seven paragraphs to the impacts of oil 
and gas leasing and only one of those paragraphs deals with 
cumulative impacts. NO leasing was recommended only for the 
Gunnison Gorge, an area recommended for Wilderness. NO Surface 
Occupancy was recommended for the Needle Rock Outstanding Natural 
Area. It appears that the BU4 has chosen to ignore its legal 
mandate under Connors v. Burford. Another section of judge’s 
decision is applicable here, stating that federal agencies “have 
intiated a pattern of procrastination, not examination of envi- 
ronmental concerns: The BM is capable of doing an adequate job 
of assessing impacts, so why not do‘it? The Plan should also 
mandate that all ACEcs and other natural areas receive for a 
minimum NO Surface Occupancy stipulations. 

Tract Disposal 

The BLn has,not outlined sufficient criteria for determining 
tracts available for disposal. This can be seen through some-of 
the tracts slated for disposal such as the West Dallas Creek 
treat (T. 44 N. R. 5 W. Sections 4 6 9). This area receives heavy 
recreational use and is located on a county highway. The tract 
is located on one of the main access points to the Mt. Sneffels 
wilderness Area, and obviously should be slated for retention. 
Another poor selection as a disposal tract is the Beldy Peak Area 
(T.45 N. Ft.6 W. Section 361. Baldy Peak is a former Wilderness 
Study Area, which has the potential to be a future addition to 
the Big Blue Wilderness Area. The Muddy Creek tracts above 
Paonia Reservoir also have heavy recreational use. The tract 
provides important public access points along Colorado Highway 
133. 

Obviously, the Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area has not devised 
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however. must address the site specific impacts of coal develop- 
ment on riparian and aquatic areas as required in the Secretarial 
Issue DDEY”~“~ (1986,. Mineral development can also have signi- 
ficant impact of riparian areas, thus this mineral development 
(including oil and gas as well as call should be minimized. 

-We oppose the ski area proposed for Storm King Mountain under the 
D-10 management prescription. The D-10 area should be managed 
for elk habitat, and timber harvesting should be prohibited. 
Storm King is not only fantastic elk habitat. it is also an 
important scenic vista for much of the upper ,uncompahgre Valley. 
The natural character of the area should also be maintained for 
this reason, 

: 
We have serious concerns for the resource uses which would be 
permitted in the D-12,and o-13 management prescriptions. 
escalante Canyon is being recommended for an.~rea of Critical 
Environmental Concern and Fairview is being recommended for a 
Research Natural Area because of their outstanding biological 
characteristics. It is amazing that the BW realizes the signi- 
ficance of these areas. but allows potentially destructive ac- 
tivities to these lifeforms to occur in the areas. The BLM 
should prohibit grazing in all ACECs. RNAS, and ONAs. Livestock 
have the ability of destroying the rare plants that are found in 
these areas. R Mineral withdraw1 should also be placed on the 
areas to prevent potentially destructive mining and the possible 
converting of important lands to private lands using the claim 
and patent system. A NO Surface occupancy stipulation should 
placed on all oil and gas leases which may cover the area to 
protect,the areas from damage due to oil and gas development. 
The BIA should also strictly control recreation especially in the 
Escslante canyon ACEC. Camping and bathing should be banned. 
Uncontrolled recreational use can also damage the endangered 
plant species. 

WIlderLess 

The Colorado Environmental Coalition supports the designation of 
the Camelback. Adobe Badlands and Gunnison Gorge as Wilderness. 
All three areas easily qualify for Wilderness protection and are 
deserving of designation. 

Gunnison Gorge 

The GUnniSon Gorge is one of the premiere primitive recreational 
*re*s in the state. The area receives substantial 
hiking and fishing use. 

boating, 
Gunnison Gorge is immediately downstream 

from the Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument’s Wilder- 
ness area. and would make an excellent addition to this area. 
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The Gunnison River has also been recommended for Wild River 
designation under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act through the 
Gorge. The Gunnison Gorge is obviously one of the highest candi- 
dates for wilderness protection in the state of Colorado. 

Adobe Badlands 

‘These Hancos Shale badlands, located just a few miles north of 
Delta. are among of the nest scenic places in the resource area. 
The badlands provide excellent vistas and are habitat for the 
endangered Uinta Sasin hookless cactus. Since four oil and gas 
wells have been drilled near Adobe Badlands and all have bee" 
dry, the area also has low oil and gas development potential. 
Other conflicts with wilderness designation are also low. The 
SM states in the plan that it intends to prohibit off road 
vehicle use in the area. If designated as wilderness, Adobe 
Badlands wuld diversify Delta’s recreational opportunities and 
improve its tourist economy. The BIM does not really have a 
rationale for not recommending the Adobe Badlands for wilderness, 
and needs to reevaluate this decision. 

Camelback 

Camelbeck hab absolutely no conflicts to wilderness designation. 
Wilderness designation would be compatible with the current 
management of the area. The Uncompahgre Plateau is one of the 
major landforms of western Colorado, but not one acre of it has 
bee" designated Wilderness. Although officials of the SLM have 
often claimed that Dcminguez Canyon proposed wilderness to the 
north of Camelback is almost identical to Camelback, we have 
found the areas to be quite different. Camelback has a much 
greater diversity of rock formations that are not present in 
Dcminguez canyon, making the areas look much different. 
Camelback contains habitat for the endangered spineless hedgehog 
cactus and the rare Grand Junction milkvetch. The area is being 
considered for desert bighorn sheep reintroduction and for im- 
provement of its riparian habitat in this plan. Both of. theee : 
activities would be consistent with wilderness designation. 
camelback is rare among SM wilderness Study Areas in that it 
also has a well developed network of trails making the area ideal 
for backcountry recreational use. The SLV has obviously erred in 
its recommendation of Camelback and should support the area for 
Wilderness designation. 

OR” use 

The BIJ! has not effectively dealt with Off Road vehicle (ORVj~use 

67 
in the plan. The prospect of having 82% of the resource area 
open to uncontrolled ORV use is frightening. We sup,,ort eubstan- 
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,660 Lincoln s,ree,. s”lle40.4. Denver, colorado6o296 
303/660.0099 

October 29, 1987 

Mr. Robert Vecehla 
RHP Team Leader 
UnCmpahgrs 6SSirl Resource Ares 
Bureau Of Land nanagement 
2502 South Townsend Avenue 
Montrorc. co 61401: 

Dear Hr. YeCCh,s: 

On behalf of the Rocky Mountain 011 and Gas Association (RHOGA). I would 
Ilke to Offer the fOllowing CDmnentr on the Oreft Uncompahgre Earl" Resource 
Menegement Ple" (RHP) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). RMOGA Is e 
trade association ulth hundreds of membe,-s who acco,,nt for more than 90% of tne 
Oil and ges exploration. productlo" and trensportatlon ectlvltles In the Rocky 
Mountain west. COnSequently. we rev,e" ell draft Plans I" this region to 
determine whether they provide equitable end reasonable treatment of mlnerav 
resources. 

We would 11ke to emend the BLIl on its prcparatlo" of e clear. concise 
Draft RWP and EIS. Ye helleve the plan se propnsed representS e belenced 
approach to lend e!-%Iageme"t planning which adheres to the multiple-use concept 
mandated by Bureau policy. "oreover. the ELM's deciri0"s are readily displayed 
end are eeslly understood by the reader. The "SC of 011 md gas Stlp",Stl,ms to 
Protect Other reSO"rCS valuer Sppears to be reasonable. unbiased. and not 
deslgned to unduly constral" oil and ges ectlvltles I" fever of other velues. 
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67 tial reductions in the amounts of land, where OR” use would be 
permitted. It is especially disturbing to see the D-8 management 
prescription (geared to ORV use, being located in habitat for the 

Tbis is obviously in 
27 

i 

endangered Uinta Basin hookless cactus. 
violation of the Endangered Species Act. The plan admits that 

ORV use will have substantial adverse impact on soils, water, and 
vegetation. Much greater restraints must be implemented for ORV 
use. 

ot+lity Corridors 

84 

Threatened and Endangered Speciee 

1t appears from the lack of information in the plan that the SLM 

104 
has not conducted a survey of its lands to identify areas which 
contain threatened and endangered species. 

c 

The SG-4 should in- 

clude in the plan a mandate for conducting a study for not only 
threatened and endangered species habitat but also to identify 
remnmt plant communities. Provisions should be made to amend 

he plan when this information has been collected. 

we appreciate this opportunity to comment on the plan, and hope 
that the agency will be responsive to our suggestions. Dramatic 

changes need to occur in order to make this plan acceptable. 
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October 29, 1967 

Mr. Robert Vecchle 
RMP Teem Lteder 
"ncompahgre Ball" ResPUrCs Area 
Bureau of Lend Yanagaent 

psge two 

In CO~CIYIIO~. RIIOGA SuPpOrts the Preferred AlternatIve es proposed by the 
BLM. HOW?YC~, IS bellcvs It Is crltlml for the BLY to edopt our recMme"det,on 
to include e general dIScusslo" of whet taker Place during 011 cod grs 
sctivlties. and the procedures by rhlch these ICtlYitief ere ellowed to occur. 

Ye eppreciete the opportunity to Provide our Conmentr. If you have any 
quertlonr or would like to dllcuss Our Ccm,entS In greater detail. plesse do "at 
hesttate to co"teCt us. 

Sincerely, 

kopyr- 

Exccutlve "ice President 

.lc:cw 

69 

I 



68 
136 

1 

37 

1 

I30 

I 

68 

[ 

4 

[ 

70 

I 

19 



,. 

136 

111 C 
131 [ 

68 

131 [ 

66 



2239 E. Coifax A”l?““..?. Denver, co 90206 303,321-8292 

22 

66 

42 

36 

60 

. 22 

69 

22 



il 

23 

COLORADO NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY 
P 0 BOX 2w * FORT COLLINS, COLORADO 80522 

,,,, ,:..::; ,,,. . ..‘..‘ I’,- ., ‘. 
November 1. ,987 27 
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Hr. Vecchia 
-page 2- 
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we do SUppOrt BL”‘S no 1easrng l-eccmmendario” for the 
Cl;““iSO” Gorge. but recolmend that 1r be expanded to include the 
entire Gunnieon Gorge Recreation Area. 

24 

Roberr E. Vecchia 
RW Team L’eader 
Bureau of Land nanasement 
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Mr. vecchia -2- November 4. 19P7 

r. The WTS *lso incorrectly describes the benefits and alterna- 
t~ves to Colorado-Ute’s project. * reservoir constructed on the 

1 cunnieon River would or&id; Colorado-Ute benefits in addition to 

more generating capacity, which cSnnot be replaced by constructing 
coal-fired generation, Ss suwested on page 4-12 of the WTS. The 

71 operational~flexibility of h;droelectric generation offers power 

system peaking and regulstion benefits that cannot be obtained from 
coal-f ired generation. In addition, S reservoir would provide S 

wStSr supply for a downstream coal-fired generating station. 

1t has been the conSSnsys of the advisory committee studying 

S ~1ack canyon National Park Snd 
the loss of thSt “SS Of the WStSr 

61 
rights owned by Colorado-Ute and the city of Delta, end Colorado- 

Ute’s associated hydroelectric project, should be mitigated. The 
final Uncompahgre Basin RMP and EIS should address how Colorado-Ute 
and others with development rights to be impacted, will be 

compensated for the wStSr right development potential thSt would be 
lost SS (I result of uildernesr designation. 

. Colorado-Ute also has concernS resulting from the effect the 

Gunnison Gorge being designated Ss S wilderness SreS has on areil 
economic development opportunities. one ramification is thSt once 

it is designated wilderness, there are those who would strive to 
have the area classified SS S Class I area under the federal Clean 
Air Act. Such designation would severly restrict economic 
development opportunities for communities in the North Pork and 
Uncompahgre Valleys. This would be an UnfortUnSte spin-off from a 

rilderness designStion, where Ss, if the ares were n& designated 
wilderness, it could be managed to protect its scenic and other 
valued rSsourcSs. and economic development opportunities would not 
be lost to communities in the surrounding area. 

Colorado-Ute disagrees with the proposed management of major 
utilities in management unit o-7. b large geographic SrSa (50,854 

acres1 is proposed to be closed to utility development to reduce 
conflicts between utilities and potential surface effects of coal 
mine subsidence. Colorado-Ute believes this action is unnecessary 
since the existing mine= in the area Sre room and pillar opera- 
tions which typically cSusS little surface subsidence. If S trS”*- 

mission line WSCC needed in this management unit, any potential 

subsidence problems could be addressed in the BLM permitting 
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Colorado. Ute 
Electric Associetion,Inc. 

November 4. 1987 

Robert E. Vecchia 
REP Team Leader 

United StateS Department of the interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area 
2505 South Townsend bvenue 
Mo”trose, Colorado 81401 

Dear Mr. Vecchia: 

Draft tincorp*e Basin Resource Management Plan 

Colorado-Ute Electric Association, ~nc. is Sn electric gSnSr- 
Stion and transmission cooperative headquartered in nontrasS, 
Colorado. It OpSrStSS On I non-profit basis and provides whole- 
SSlS SlSctrIc service on sn ‘all-requirements” basis to 14 retail 
electric distribution cooperative members who serve 191.000 CM- 
tamers in parts or all of 48 of the state’s 63 counties. Colorado- 
Ute Owns electrical facilities, land and water rights in Snd near 
the BLM managed lands covered by the current draft RSSOWCS nSnSgS- 
merit Plan. ColorSdo-Ute submits the following comments concerning 
the Draft Uncompahgre Basin Resource ~anagcment Plan and Environ- 
mental Impact Statement. 

Gunnison Gorge Wilderness Study Area (~$3) 

: 

The impact to Colorado-Ute of wilderness designation for the 
Gunnison Gorge W5A would not be negligible Ss has been stated on 
page 4-12 of the Wilderness Technical Supplement (WTS). The 

71 
conditional water decrees (72,000 acre feet of conditions1 water 

rights) that Colorado-Ute owns on the Gunnison River are very 
valuable property rights. These decrees are senior to the entire 
Curecanti Project, including Blue Mesa Reservoir snd are valued up 
to $7 million. If the GunniSon Gorge WI, is designated wilderness, 
the full potential value of Colorado-Ute’s wStSr rights could not 
be realized. ThS Tri-County Reservoir right is decreed for three 
separate locations. The value of the original location, just 

61 downstream of the confluence with the North pork, would be 
virtually eliminated. TWO newer decreed locations further 
downstream would be restricted so that the full amount of decreed 
storage could not be realized. 

31 
nr. “ecchia -3- November 4. 19R7 
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proceSs. we are also concerned Shout the potential public 

opposition, due LO visual concerns, in routing S line in the 
proposed 0.5 mile wide corridor centered on Colorado Highvsy 133. 
The RMP should be flexible enough LO allow consideration Of Other 
potential corridors during scoping and permitting Of any future 

lines in thSt area. 

General Comments 

I 

The analysis of the impacts of major utility development in 

the RMP appesrs to have been heavily influenced by the 1980 
western Regional Corridor Study. This StudY is over seven Years 

old and is only b planning tool. Projects requiring electric 

service either on S local or regionS1 level can develop Or ChSnQS 

95 rapidly. we do not.agree with your assumption on page 4-58 

*closure or restrictions on lands not identified as being needed 
(in 1980 Western Regional Corridor Study, for utility facilities 
wauld be assumed to have S negligible impact on local and KegionS 

major utility development”. The need for and predictibility Of 
utility development is much more dynamic than has bSSn Portrayed. 

II5 

[ 

Colorado-we does not believe it is necessary or SPProPriStS 
to prohibit siting tranemission lines in riparian Zones (SSS P. 

4-51). I” many of the narrow csnyons in the ares it would be 

possible to span the ripsrian zone or just trim the vegetation 
thSt would interfere with conductor clearance. 

ColorSdo-UtS does not believe utilities snd their associated 
S.ccSSs are currently stressing or would StrSSs vildlifS in the 
North Pork SrSS (See p. 4-53 Impacts on Terrestrial Wildlife 

Habitat). The benefits of confining utility facilities tO 

II2 
existing corridors slang major roSdS have been ovSrStStSd* If 
necessary, gates or barriers csn be used to restrict SCCS8S,to 
prot~ct wildlife, and cSn be addressed Ss BLN permit condltlons. 

when appropriate. 

ThSnk you for this opportunity to comment on the Draft 
Uncompahgre sssi” ReS~“rce Managment Plan. please contSct me if 

you have questions concerning these cornmelts. 

very truly yours, 
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Chevron 
Chevron U.S.A. Inc. 

Draft EIS and Rexurce Management Plan 
Uncompahgre Basin Resburce Area 

Mr. Robert Vecchia. RMP Team Leader 
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area 
Bureau of Land Management 
2505 S. Townsend Avenue 
hiontrore, co 81POI 

Dear Mr. Vecchia: 

Pursuant to my phone conversation with you last week, please accept my comments on 
your draft EIS and RMP, even though ym will have received them after November 5. As 
you recall, I had phoned your office for ten days and was not able to get thro”gh due to 
your phone number having been changed. ,On C+ztober 26, I finally wrote yar a letter 
rtqucrtmg a COPY of the draft. In h subsequent pbo~ knverra~ion, you raid that you 
would accept my comments aI long as they were postmarked by November 5. 

Chevron commends your RMP team for pieparing such a clean, understandable drruinent. 
We believe that ywr decisions are justified and presented in a logical concise manner. 

We aI= wpport your preferred alternative. Under that alternative, your “se of oil and 
gas stipulations seem reasonable, equitable, and unbiased. 

8 

However. Chevron doer have one ruggestion that we believe would make your document 
more defensible. Possibly the appropriate place would be in Chapter 5, “Consultation and 
Coordination.” We believe that it is important that the public be informed with a general 
description of the process involved when oil and gas activities are conducted on public 
lands. Specifically, it seems that it would be important to emphasize that the public will 
have fuhrre opportunities to comment on proposed oil and gas activities, and to give them 
a general idea of the procedures and regulations that industry and the BLM must comply 
with before we can lease or engage in exploratory or production activities. 

Thank you far your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

LFM:jr 
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Gene Vecchia 
RMP Team Leader 
Bureau 01 Land Managemen 
250s S. Townsend Ave. 
Monlrose. co 8 140 I 

Dear Mr. Vecchia: 

Thank you for recommending thal the Gun&on Gorge Wilderness Study 
Area be given wilderness designation. This magnilicenl area. and the 
beaulilul section of the Gunnison River that it contains. deserve full 
protection from developmenl. 

However. I am dismayed lhal BLM has not made the lame 
rewmmendalion for Ihe Camel Back and Adobe Badlands areas. These wo 
regions both conlain endangered species and striking desert that should 
receive the protection of lhe wilderness designation. and neilher has a 
large potential l-x minerals or other extractable ~esowces. Camel Back and 
Adobe Badlands thus have jusl as much reason to be given wilderness 
protection as has lhe Cur&son Gorge area. 

I urge BLM 10 recommend Camel Back and Adobe Badlands for wilderness 
protection. in order 10 preserw these valuable regions. 

Sincerely, 

747 I2lh St. 
Boulder. Co 80302 

68 
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%epL,. 17 z1987 
Dear Hr. vecchia: 
I am asking that you support Wilderness in the 
foLlowrng:L) camel Back -Roubidcau Canyon Z)Adobe 
Badlands. Please manage Storm King Mtn for the 
elk b calving L not for development. 
you for your help in Gunnison Gorge. 

Also thank 
It is really 

up to you to help preserve Colorado L set a high 
standard of cleen air, water, vistas, for our 
state to continue with tourism. Without these 
places of sconlc value- in a high standard we 
would loose the tourism that is well established. 
Si”C!E?Xly. 

Jan Hose 
BOX 4931 

Aspen, COLD 81612 
- 

ph: 927-3448 

a5 

54959 Hickory Eoad 
Llathe, Colorado 8142: 
September 18, 19e7 

IO: 
Robert E. Vecchia 
RMP Team Leader 
Bureau of Land F!enagement 
2505 South Townsend Avenue 
~ontrose, Colorndo 81401 

wck Brown and family, Victor Reed and Rex A. Heed. 

Subject: ?~oposed change in RKP, dated June, 13e7. 

UF have reviewed the June, 1387 L:ncampahp? Resource: 
Xanageaent Plan draft erld would like the Bureau Of Lahd 
hanagement to give consideration to :he follovirq lar.ds 
for disposai. The BI.# land WC are interested in acqrririw 
is not identified for disposal except fcr one CO acre 
peITe1. By proposing the foliowing Land exchange for 
review in the bT!yP comment period, a later planninp 
amendment con be prevented after ttc plae is co11~p1eteC. 
(!:ee the attached maps). Ihe value cf the lends a?-~ 
approximately $75.00 to tlOO.OO per acre. 

Lands offered by the Brown family: 

Lands offered by “icror and Rex Reed: 

%fZ!*2 
“’ E ~,n&tir~~r (.h same for land selected) 

hd 
hwi - 40 acres 
SW* - no ecrcs 

sec. 29 NEf SE+ - 40 acres 

TOTALS - 160 .tcre* 

80 
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The advantages of this praposed lard exchsr.6~ 
are as follows: 

E. b~r,erai rigtts held on the privste lands wned b) 
lrown acd Reed vculd be conveyed. 

41 
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Dear Mr Vecchla 

i am wrltmg to ask BLPl to be we to include wilderness protectron 
for the Camel Back area lnasmucn as It 1s one of the most loqlcal areas m 
the state to be so deSIgnatea Wlth no real justlflcatlpn for trmber or 

mmeral development, with a beautlrul Drlstme canyon; and encompassmq 
Part of the unusual Uncompahgre Plateau not already badiy scarred, It 
seems to be one area which should have been selected for wilderness 
Drotectlon n lthout even am controversy. 

With the raDid dlSaDDearanCe Of so many rare Dlant SDecIeS and the 
fact that our state3 wlldllfe herds are being further and further 
restricted In thelr habltat, I consider these addltlonal reasons for your 
agency to reconsider the deslgnatlon for Camel Back. 

Thank you for recommending Gunnlson Gorge, If anything, Camel Back 
Is more ivorthv of wilderness Drotectlon. 

Nma Johnson 
74: 1’2th 
Boulder. CO 80302 

’ 44 

Paul E Laopala 
485 Mesa Yerde 

Cabondale. CO 8,623 
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615 Wagon Trail Drive 
Grand Junction. CO 81503 
September 21. 1987 

Mr. Robert E. Vecchia 
R”P Team Leader 
Bureau of Land Management 
Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area 
2505 South Townsend Avenue 
Moncrose. Colorado 81401 

Dear Mr. Vecchia: 

I have reviewed the BLM’s Draft Uncompahgre Basin Resource 
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Scarcment (MP/EIS) and have 
the following comments. 

available 

I” BLM’S 

67 
Preferred Alternative there would be only 261.589 acres open to 
ORV use. 29,821 closed and 135.396 acres subject to seasonable 
closures to ORV use. As a wincer and summer user of public 
lands. this amounts co a sianificanr reduction in public lands 
open to public use. Consequently. I am strongly opposed to a BLY 
plan and preferred alternative which further limits, controls 
and/or prevents rhe use of “public lands” for continued use by 
“the public .” 

I feel it is extremely imporrant to prepare 

6 
roads and/or areas which would be 
use by ORV’s for review by the 

Alternative acreages of lands available for ORV. 
RMPIEIS says there are currently some 444,521 acres available for 
ORV use and only 21,038 acres closed to that use. 

i 

1 have compared the existing management plan alrernativc of lands 
to off road vehicle (ORV) use and the BLM’s Preferred 

The Draft 

1 am sure these folks will have 
same.rdditional thoughts and comments on this issue. 

I appreciate the chance to comment on this Draft plan. 

An lnteresred Citizen, 

83 
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V/20,87 

! 23 com;irtely xpport~ve of your dec15m to recommend all 21,038 x25 
101 the Gunn~son Gorge Wllderne55 Study Area for wltderness p:O!ectiOn 
Several mpo::an! reasons ex15t ;fi suvport of~Gunn~son Gorge wllaerne55 
The area ouffers Gunr~son National ilonument I! contams I3 m!:es of a rw?r 
whlin 15 VW a cold meda! trout !IsPey and someday will be a ?la!loM! Wild 

am 5cen:c R!ve; The undevelooeo, roacle55 !ands of the Gumson Gorge are 

!hem5elves z’ yea! m!“rc:c value, more !mportant than any o!Der :esource5 
‘.OTpt!lf!D!: 3: 5 wta! t53t every last acre of Czloraao wllder7ess 3e 
v5ervec 

Tnu5 I am greatly msappomted awut BLM 5 ncnw1lderne55 recommendar~on5 
‘0’ iame! 3acx and Aaobe Bad!ar.ds NC :esozrce conf’!cls ex?: wltP we 

i.Y!v! 9x. cznyc!% YO!J know tP!5 

5 creek, and ! attcs! !o the great 
:onf!lct5, ar:a planned cctbacks In grazmg will protect tne rlpar:an of the 

68 pe’ren131 Rouo!deau Creek I have hiked thl 
136 

1 
There are no tlmoer or mineral 

beauty ax 5ol!tude of Camel Back I nave vlslted Adobe Badlancs Much of It 
IC. :e!?!nls:en: of Petr!!!ed Fore5t NatlanaI Monument m nortner: A:lzona It 

shows a -ow potent!al for mlne:ais, a’16 15 devOld of tlmber. T?ese ?!2ce5 

are WIIC. ‘ir Vecchla. and / wart 9LM to recOnSlder Please re:c?lmend the 
10,402 acre5 of Cave1 Back and the 10,425 acre5 of Adobe Sad!ands a5 
W’!deme55 

I aq :us! as dlsacpomted :r! 3L”‘s managemert 9051twn on Storm Kng 
M%ptam W-y ‘5 !t tha:, when there 15 a COi,fllCt between hum27 economx 

69 
expansion ana large numoers oi wild anlmal5, the wild an!ma!s wst co? I do 

[. 

no: wan: a 5y.7 area ?lywh?re gear S:orm i:lng rlountan and I oL:e:t io BL?ls 
clve-yea- qrace pewc.m wh.. .,,_ 7rh *““dew?%erS may proceed wltF t65kI 
area I want ELM :o manage Swm Kwg YvJntaln for elk And ‘?uie deer And 
C!C?I rno~~!a:~5 APC green forest5 

I 

84 
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Severa! Impor!ant reasons ews: ‘5 suxx . v cd -f Sunn15’39 Zorge wliderness 

?e area ouffers Gunn~sor! Na:!onZ’ Ycv?e?: I! CC?BIY I3 miles of 3 -!ver 

wn~r. !s now a gold medal trcu! f’svry 294 someday w!II be a NatIonal Wild 
and ;cenlc River The undeveloaea. roaoless lands o’ t-l? Gu?nlson Gorge x? 
:-em5elve5 of great !ntrmsx value. rfnre Importar?t tnan any otner re5ources 
combned’ I! 15 wtal tnat every ia5t ac-e of Colorado vi!?ernes5 be 

preserved 

Thus I am greatly dlsa:pom!ed about ELM5 non-w’lcervss reco!nmenaat!ons 
:or Camel Back and Adcbe Badland No re5ourCe conflli!5 exlSt with the 
leme~ 9ack canyon5 You kno’.v th!s T%?re are no t!xer or mmeral 

co?fl1cts, and p!aPned cutbaC<5 lr y32ng will xo!ec: t?e rmarlan of !>e 
perrental RouDldeau Creek i ?ave wed !hl s :-eek, a% : atrest to the g:ea: 
beauty and 5oiltude of Came! Back I !we v!s!!ec Ado% Bzdlalds il-cI! of ‘! 
‘% ---uwscent of PetrIlIed =gre5! N3113”ai %ww?! IV nortr!err: ATIZO% ,. _,.. it 

30~5 a low potential !cr ml!vai5. and :s aevold o! !‘?ber These p!a:er 

::e w!!c. I?r Vecchla, and I wa?t 9LM 13 :ecx~de’ P’eaie rei0mmen2 :‘e 
!G,452 acr?s of Camel Bacr. and tne iO.4-> x acre: s’ cme Sadlancs 25 

w!lderness 

am just as dl5ap~omted I? 9Lr?s management xs!tlor 0~: Storm Kmg 
Ciountam Why :s I! :?at, weep. !nere !s a co9fllc! oetween human econor?Ic 
exr,ar510~ and large nunners of w*!c a-zmais. tne w !:n aslmais me: 907 1 ?o 

not wa?! a 5k! area anywhere Qear Storrr! i:!ng f’?ol;nta!?.. and I oo~ec: !o &n’s 
f’ve-vea: :race 3erlod m wh::h tt?e cevelc3e~s may nceed WI!!: the 51.1 
area I want 3Li-l to manage Sto-c Kir:s 113untar fo- eik And muie aeer Aw 
?I?? mcun!am And rye: !c’?StC. 

tk Gene Vecchl 
RIP Team Leader 
Blusau ot Lad itsmgelcnt 
2505 5. Tomsend Ave 
nontrose. cc 81401 

Subject. Uncomptqre Bssln Resource Eanagemnt Plan 

Dtar Ilr. Vecchm 

I an ComPleteI? ,uDportlVe Ct Voolu decl,mb to recommend all 21.038 
acres of the Gmmson Gorge Vlldernes, Strrdy Arm for v~ldcrne,, 
protectmrl Several lnportant reason, en,t m support Of Gmmson 
Gorge nldernc,, llx area butters Gtmwson Wlltmml llonment. It 
contans 13 uler ot 8 r1~er vhxch 1s r,ov a gold medal trout fIshcry 
aad Samlay Sill be a Wstlaml Vlld or., Scmc River me 
umiereloped. rondle,s land, ot the Gunuson Gorge are thewelre, ot 
great intrumc value. more inportmt ttm ang other ~e,ource, 
ccmhmcd It 1s vital that every last aore ot Colorado nldems,, be 
pr***ITcd 

‘tbok you. once agam. tar the Gunnitor, Gorge. 

WL%- 
3232 San Esteo HL St 33. Albuquerque. Lm 87110 
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Septenber 73, 1987 

Mr. Gene Vecchia 
sow Team Leader 
sureau Of Land Management 
2505 s. Townsend Ave. 
Montrose, co BllOl 

Dear Sir: 

69 

I want to cast my vote against the development of 
1,000 acres of SLM lands for a proposed ski area, such land 
being located on the north end of Cimarron Ridge. 

I understand the Bureau of Lend Management has stated 
the ski area would eliminate the elk calvina habitat. a= well I= 
impact mule deer fawning areas--but in spite of this the Bureau 
has so far neither approved nor denied it, but instead has 
proposed a 5-year grace period in which the developers may 
proceed with the ski area, after which the Bureau might not 
allow then to develop. I believe this is a ridiculous approach 
to managenent--better should they eesess the compatibility of, 
resources, not give one e s-year headstart over the other. 
Please manage Storm King Mountain for elk and not ski area 
developers. 

Yours truly, 
. . f 9 

Nde ‘L- 
3505 W, 39th P.ve 
DenYe= co 80211 
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Gene Vecchia 
RHP Team Leader 
Bureau of Land Management 
2505 S. Townsend Ave. 
H”“Lr”SC, co. 81401 

56 

Dear Gene Vecchia: 

I am writing this letter to ~orrment on the SLH draft Gncompahgre 
Basin Resource Nanagement Plan. First I would like to thank SLH for 
recommending e11 of the Gunnison Gorge wilderness Study Area for 
wilderness protection. This parcel of land vi11 be e great addition 
to the spectacular Bleck Canyon of the Gunnison Netional Monument.. 

kcxt I would like to encourage the BLM people to recommend the Camel 
Sack (Roubideau Canyon) and also the Adobe Badlands for wilderness 
designation. With so few unspoiled area8 such es these remaining 
and with essentially no conf:icts with wilderness designation, it 
mates sense to protect these unique untouched areas now beEore they 

pre destroyed. Finally I would like Lo protest allowing development 
of the Storm King Ski Area Site. The BLH plan states thet the elk 
calving grounds on the north end of Curmaron Ridge would be eliminated. 
I cannot understand why the ski developers want to destroy the land 
which is most crrtical LO the long term survival of what I consider 
the most prestigious North American large mammal. If you have ever 
been in the high country and had fhe opportunity to watch several bull 
elk compete for e harem of cow eik and listened to the bulls bugle el1 
night long then you gain an appreciation for these animals that can 
never .be loet. Since the ski area developers can’t be entrusted with 
choosing a site thet will not destroy critical wildlife habitat somebody 
must do it for them and in this case BLH has the responsibility :o 
prevent the misuse of land under its control. I understand that the 
SLN people are trying to make the beet use of all lands and are doing 
a quite effective job, but in this ceee the wildlife. elk in particular 
should be given the proper protection. Why is it eo difficult to tell 
the ski developers to find a more suitable eree before the ski project 
gets so much momentum that it can’t be stopped? 

I thank you for taking the time to read my letter and since the 
Resource Management Plan is only in its rough draft stages I hope you 
will give some serious thought to making some additions and changes 
while they are feasibie. 

58 

Saline, Kansas 
September 24, 1987 

Nr. Gene Vecchia 
RW Team Leader 
Bureau Of Land n.9nagtuent 
2505 South Townsend Avenue 
Hontrose. COlorsdo 81401 

Geer Ur. Vecchie: 

This letter ia in regard to Gunnieon Gorge, 
Come1 Back, Adobe Bedlands end Storm King eki 
sr.68 site. 

To begin, I would like to thank the Bureau of 
Lend Nanagemnt for its reccomendecion of 
Gunnieon Gorge for wilderness protection. 
Ita nnturnl feeturas end its proximity to 
Gu,,,imn, Netional Monument meke it emminently 
euiteblc for full protection. end the action 
ehould please thousands of those who do and 
will visit thin wee. 

However, I vould elao protest three other 
decisiotirecently made by SM. I understend 
that Cemel Beck and Adobe Badlands hew not 
been reconrmended for wilderness deeignetion. 
Botn of these erees, according to BIW, have 
no resource conflicts: There is no timber. 
and drilling has yielded four dry oil end gee 

68 
Wells. Apparently grazing end cuw “ee ere to be 
cut beck or orohibited. But these meesuree 

136 

I 

will be only’e partial eolution. Camel Beck 
is the site of severe1 endengered plants species. 
(IS veil 88 big game herds, end Adobe Bedlands 
is e bebirat of en endannered cectue. Both 
theee wee8 hew importa& wilderness 
cheracterisrics, including e eenyon conteining 
colorful l endetone fonnetvx,s in Camel Beck, 
and vistas of the Sen Juen Kounteins end 
p;.idreJ+x velley in Adobe Badlands. 

p1e .top-gep mteeuree to protect 
these wild p ecea. 

8.5 

I 
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-Tbe third action by BIH to which I object is 
a five-year "grace period" extended to developer8 
of e ski site at Storm King. According to BM 
iteelf, thie area is a critical elk calvine 
ground. In addition. development here would 
eleo have an adverse effect on mule deer faming. 
BY putting off action for five years vhile 

,developers proceed with their plans ie virtua&ly 
to make a decision now in favor of the developers; 
it would be many times more diffibult to give 
elk and mule deer, as well 8s other wilderness 
values their full due with the developera' 
interesta entrenched by five years' investment 

-and effort. These are public lends, end F 
decision as to their suitability for wilderness 
or other usee should be made nov,.before private 
ueen are allowed to proceed. There mJ.et be a 
better way to asses8 "compatibility." 
lx.+* you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely. 

Chris Seitz 
124 South Hilldale 
Salina, Kenees 67401 
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mlrurc .d destructlo” by these ORV’,. I, there no set of uisfing regulrtion‘ 
corerlng this grwing probla? If not, why not? traded, a pwarful lobby 
exist, ch.t would -pore .“y re,tr,ct,m, but surely I” the IIght of the 
ever Increasing damage bei”& done to land, under ELM ~“agarrnt tm BLR 
Itrelf should draw up, at least, ml”lraI guidelines. 

I uwld suggest tha becaure the evldsnce I, IO overrhelning that the usc~s 
of ATV’s md dirt bikes are unable , or unw,,,,ng, to use public ,.“ds in 
a rerpmslble n~nner that they be banned entirely. At the very Iewt they 
should be rertrlcted to ul,tl”g ro.duq, cnly, with ‘tiff fine‘ for .“y 
offender,. 4-W’. ,hould be re‘trlcted to the rcadway, .lro, vlth tha ‘.“w 
penalties againrt offader,. I kna enforc~lcnt vould ba dlff(cult. U best, 
but, u on Forest Service land, where restriction, UC I” force, the slrrgle 
porting of rcrtrictions would, in most case,, reduce the danrge considerably. 

Thank you for your time and conridaatjm. I would appredue hear$“g frm 
you rcgardlng there ,r,ue,. 

“D”l‘ truly. 

CC. Cmgrerms” Be” Cqbell 



25’11 P Rd. 65 _,~ ~~. 
Cedaredge CO. 
Septemb r’27 * 1 19t:“13 
Phone: 8% 3486 

Dear Sir, 

1 very such approve tha amas decision x.0 reconmsnd the 

Gunniso” Gorge For wilderness designation. Over much of its 

length the canyon of the Gunnison river is one of western Colo- 

rado’s jewels. It is a splendid recreation area for residents 
and visitors alike. Perhaps wilderness designation for the gorge 

would also help secure wild and scenic classification for that 

section of th? river. which I also support. 

iiouever, iG is dlffieult to understand .hy the Adobe Snd- 

lands area in Jelta County and the Camel Back area in Kontrose 

66 County were not recommended. Both areas contain nig”iFicant 

136 beauty and. as the Blil’s own studies indicate, both areas have 

Very little if RCy PCO*OtCiC i,“!r;it’1;11. It is difficult not to 
co”cludf3&$aFhEee~6B~~ !!?$ made an Inherent bias agtringt wilderness. 

Although “everal .urveys havs shown that there is wide- 

spread support among the American people for wilderness, there 

seems to be a pexeption on the part of some, pe:haps especially 

among those who hope to make money off OC the public domain, 

that wilderness areas are primarily For the exclusive benefit of 

a Few. iearty outdoor types, often referred to as blitists! It 

seems to ne thi?t this is a misconception. 

it is true that.,-“ce randbuilding la not permitted, those 
who can only e,p.!rie”ce the out of doors in a car are pretty 

zuch excluded. aut would those who use this nrgument suggest 

that a road should be built to the top oi every mountain peak 
in the state to accomodate these people? 

Unfortunately, life is like that; not everybody can do 

everything. Young children cannot appreciate the joys o? Re~. Old 

women can’t t!;ve babies. No matter how wch I may <want to, I 

can “aver be a proFessional football oi- basketball player. P*0- 
ple who are too poor to get out af the i:,ner city can “eve= ex- 

perience cha beauty of the Gracd Canyon. One could go o”. 

Ny persona? perception is that support For wilderness, 

*Yen s.mng those who say never hope to visit one of the areas. 

’ 
65 

_ .‘. Page 3 

that he was placed in the garden of Eden “...to dress it and keep 

it”, not to despoil it or ruin it or exploit it, but to naka lt 

beautiful and fruitful and wduring. 

Many of the :‘salms continue this theme. The 19th. IOP ox- 

ample, begins with the words, “Tha hesvens declare the g:ory of 

God and the Firmament sheweth his handiwork. The 24th begins, 

“T& earth is th? Lord’s and the fulness thereof; the world and 

they that dwell therein.” And in the book or Revelations (11:16-24) 

thanks is given to God because, among other things, he is going 

t” “...destroy then which destroy the earth.” 

It is too bad that we find it necessary to ,et aaide cer- 

tain smnll sections of the country a8 wilderness areas. actually, 

the whole earth should betieeted with respect, but at least it 

is a *mail step in the right direction. Ye owe it to ourselves, 

to our children. ?nd to our noblest beiiefs to tread so lightly 

68 

on the earth thst we leave r;ha smallest bracks possible. 

I would liketo/+ th$J he 34 rzco”.sider its decision on the 

136 Adobe Sedlands and ths Camel Sack ,tudy areas. 

I’ 
i- ./*cir. .< /&A-& 

Chuck Yorley / 

Cederedge, CO 

arises from two ioportnr.t aspects of Aserican life: the sudden 

flowering of a vigorous conservszion ethic, and the innate relig- 

ioue impulses comaon to most humar.s. 

T!E CCNStRVA”IO:I ;XTOR 

Vhe” white psop:e first cam.? to the Iiorth inerican contin- 

ent they Iltu,,bled upon one of tne richest p;eces of real estate 

on earth. The land contained everything needed to +pPort a 

large human poptilatior--vast a tretches OF rich soil{ a moderate 

climate; for the aost part, adequate rai”.‘nll; a uonderful system 

of rivers; hundreds of miles 0: Forest end grassland; generous 

depoRlts OF mineral,; a 1w.d ceexing with wildlife. 

I?ith the sudden develogzent of the industrial revolr;tio”. 

alch made possible a Epeed and degree of exploitation never be- 

Fore imagined, and :he imnigratio” of a vigorous end ambitious 

population. that vast storehouse has been harvested at a rate 

unparalleled in human history. 

Rivars and groundYfig%8 bee” polluted. Vest piles of 

poisonous wastes have bee” left exposed to the elements. The 

air in many areas has become unfit to breath. Top soil Is rap- 

idly being flushed into the oceans. The readily available nin- 

erals have been mined. Forests have bee” leveled and native 

grasslands plowed up. k;ge herds of qame animals have been 

eliminated. Unfortunately, ouch of this exploitation was done not 

to satisfy lsgitmate human needs but to make a fast buck. and to 

hell with th$ consequences. 

The situation. has deteriorated to the point where the 

Aloericm people are beginning to recognize that if we are going 

to survive as a nation and as a people we need to begin to avoid 

waste and pollution, we need to clean up our nssses, and we need 

to begin to live frllgally o” tha land. 

TiiE IELICION FACTOR 

Any religion worthy OF the r.ame has soclc beiiefs about the 

creation Of life and of tix universe. It 8183 has sonetbing to 

say about how we huzans shoirld relate to the creator snd to .- 

creation. The native American religions. For example, have cer- 

tain belie’s about a great spiritual father and also regard the 

earth ss ozr Gother. They -,eech that we should conduct ourselves 

with reverence todsrd both. 
Christianity is no exception. The First rords in the Bible 

*re , “In t.?? beginning God crested the heaven end tnc earth.” 

Then it goes on to point out ran’s place in the scheme OF tbi”Ps-- 
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Robert E. Vecchia 
IMP Team Leader 
Bureau of Land Management 
Uncompahgre Basin ReS”“rCe Arca 

Dear Hr. Vecchia, 

UFO” review 
Plan, I 

of the draft Uncompahgre Baain Resource Management 
felt it necessary to voice my concerns the 

wilderness recommendations it contained. 
regarding 

I am in full Support of 
your recommendation that the Gunnison Gorge wilderness study eree 

.be protected. The 21.038 .scres of wilderness that Gunnisan Goroc 
-contains is indeed en area worth defending. However, f am dis- 
mayed that you did not aool” the same r~aannino in “our conside- 
rat ion of the Camel Back’&6 adobe Badlands fog wil&;ness pro- 
tection as well. 

Like Gunnison Gorge. Camel Sack contains thousands of acres of 
beautiful wilderness erea. 
several 

The existence of big game herds end 

came1 
endangered species of plants thet currently thrive in 

Back could be threatened if the area remains unprotected. 
AS well, there are no timber or mineral conflicts in the area 
that could justify allowing its wilderness qualities to be 
destroyed. 

The Adobe Badlands is another area that needs to be protected, 
not ignored. 1” 
uinta 

addition to being the home of the endanqered 
Basin hookless cectus, visitors 

with sweeping vistas of 
the badlands provide its 

the San Juan Mountains and the 
Uncompahgre River “alley. There IS no timber in the erea, and 
four dry oil and gas wells have been drilled nearby the badlands, 
indicating there 
wilderness 

is little conflict with a decision to supply 
protection. The same rationale used 

wilderness 
to designate 

protection for Gunnison Gorge should be applied to 
Camel Back and Adobe Badlands es well. 

A final area of concern regarding the draft involves the KM’s 
decision to allow developers a s-year grace period in which to 
proceed with e ski aree site on Storm King mountain. The 1.000 
acres of BI,, lands locafed on the north end of Cimmaron Ridge are 
critical to the survival of elk that “se the lends 
gl”““dS. 

as calving 
Wch development would also have a” adverse impact on 

mull? deer fawning areas. For these reaso”s, the grace period 

1 

68 

.[ 
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69 

67 

527 Gllpin St, 
Denver, co 80218 

Gene Vecchia 
R,,P Team Leader 
Sureau of Land Management 
2505 S. Townsend Ave. 
)r”ntroae. co 81401 

We would like to thank the BlEl for =ecosm&dine all 
21,038 scrss of the 1”nnlson Gorne Wilderness Study Area for 

,wlldernees protection. ‘We support continued protection of 
the Gunnison Gorge. ‘. , . 

We would ale” like to eee the Camel Back Vildernese 
Study ,=ea end the Adobe Badlands recommended for wilderness 
des@ation. 3y ?D!‘S own admission there are no resource 
conflicts with wllderneea deeisnetion of the area. Ye hope 
that these two e=eQe ~111 be preserved. 

3,,e other area which concerna ue ie the potential StoTTJ 
King Ski Lrea tits. 3.3 do not s”pport another ski area in 
Colorado, especially in an area. which happens to be c=ltiCel 
elk calving grounds. At the very least, the plan should 
asssss compatibility 3f =eeou=ces, not give one a five-Yea= 
headsta=t eve= the other. 

68 

69 L granted in the draft should be eliminated. 

I would appreciate your sharing our concerns with the above 

issues when preparing your final draft of the Uncompahgrs Basin 
P.W. 

Sincerely Yours. 

820 university’ 
Boulder, CO 80302 

i i , 
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1774 E Thlra be 
Durangn co 6 I30 I 
sepreraer xl. 19.37 

Gene vecthla 
RMP Teem Lesser 
Buieau of Land Management 

~‘i505 j Townsend Ave 
.~Montros~.CO 81401, 

Deer ilr. Vecchle. 

I wish to Lhsnk the BLM forrecommenomg 011 21,038 acres oi the Gumson 
Gorge Wilderness Sludy Area for wllaemess protection 

: 

I else wish to ask the Btti 10 recommend Camel Beck for wllaerness 
136 aeslgnatlon, There,ere no resource confl~tts ThlS landform, Its herds, and 

,.tts plant spemes need cvote’ct~on to sva~d gradual aestrucr~on 

68 : 
C 

And, fmlly, I hope the BLM *YIII recommend Adobe Badlands for 
wilderness 

Thank you 

Sincerely, 

.’ 
Vlctorx ena Wllilam Coe 

72 
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Hr. Gene Vecchia 
PAP Team Leader 

,505 w. 39th Iwe. 
DenVer, ccl 80211 

September 30, 1987 

Bureau Of Land nanagcment 
2505 s. Townsend Ave. 
Montrose, co 81401 

Dear Mr. Vecchia: 

I strongly recommend the inclusion 0f camel Back 
and Adobe Badlands in the proposed Gunnison Gorge Wilderness 
area. This is part of the Uncompahgre Plateau, yet it. has not a 
single acre of designated wilderness. Camel sack is one of 
the handful of ootential wilderness left on the plateau. 

Gene Vecchia 
RXP Team Leader 
BM 
2505 so. Tavnsend Ave. 
Montroae, co., 81401 
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October 12, 1987 

Gene Vecchia 
RMP Team Leader 
Bureau Of Land !4anagement 
2505 8. Townsend Avenue 
MOntrOSe, co 81101 

Dear Mr. vecchia 

.Your Bure.su’s plans for future recommendation of land use 
regarding desert wilderness designations have come to my 
attention. 

[ 

I want to thank you for your recommendation con- 
cerning the Gunnison Gorge. I must express my distress, how- 

68 
ever, concerning your Camel Back and Adobe Badlands recom- 
mendations. I request that your organization take another 

136 long, hard look at the recommendations and do more extensive 
research, study and rethinking before excluding Camel Back 
and Adobe Badlands from desert wilderness designation. 

I was appalled at your giving thought to allowing yet another 

69 

[ 

ski area in Colorado much less one at the north end of Cim- 
maron Ridge. TO even think of disturbing the elk and deer 
habitat is ludicrous. I was under the impression the Bureau 
was organized as a steward for this country’s natural resources. 
Please do not allow private developers to misguide your guardian- 
Ship. 

Please, rewrite your recommendations for Camel Back, Adobe Bad- 
lands and Cimmaro- Ridge for the preservation of our vilder- 
ness areas that need so much protection. 

We must preserve our wilderness areas. It is vital that the 
Bureau and the citizens of the area discuss and study these 
arbitrary decisions before they become policy. 

HNW : sh 

83 
DSt., . 
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86 
Date, 
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The folloting are my comment? co”ce.+“S the Uneompakrs BMl” Resource Y;~~ement 

Plan and mvironmental Impact statement, 

The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objsctl”e; “iih the imeat 

d.trlments to livestock gra.In.s, 1s the ‘Co”ti”ue.tio” of -e”t Uulssemsnt.’ 

Under this policy. through Allllotment Management Pb”a. the obbjectivea t0 e”h.“ce 

ll”estock grazing a”* Wlld.llfC and’riparian habltata. CO”tm1 ero*ion -~Mll”ltY. 

uti11se mineral and *meat products. and protect our diver6e recreation 1ntereata 

can be mat on a slte-.5peCl*lC basis. 

65 

Robe& E. "CCcha 
SW Team Leider - EM 
295 S0”th Tovnsend A”e”“e 
lk.ntroae. COlOndO 81401 

Dear *. “ecfhla, 

The folloting arc my cements on the ““compahgra Sal” Ylldemess Technical Supplemeni 

1 (do) (&,a&-) wee with the SIA’a Proposed Action, the All Yilderness Alte=“=ti”e. 

for the Cdson corge Ylldemera study Area. 

68 
and *dote BBdlandS Ylldelness study Al-e= will benefit mo*t fron me 

136 
Alternative. This alternative best ezemplifiea the multiple-use We”. 

objectives UUI b mitiSate-3 through the Allotnent ,b”a@ce”t PI-. 

07 
Dais, 

m Team Ieider .- SLa 
295 south rolmsen* A”e”“e 
lbntrose, colondo 81401 

The following =re w cements on the “ncompahgre ~asi” Yildemess Technical Supplement 

I (do) (do not) ages tith the BM’a Pmposed Action. the All Yildemess Alternative. 
66 - C *or the cu”“lso” cm-se ulldelnes~ study Area. 

68 
end Adobe Badlands illldernesa study mesa till benefit most Iron the 

136 
tit.lMtl”.. This alternative best exemplifies the multiple-“se Weme 

objeettves SM be m%tiSated thmu&, the Allotment Managene”t PI=“*. 



. . . 

88 

Robert a. Yecchir 
FBQ T-m Leader-- BIA " 
2505 south Tw"a.n* I"."". ,..: 

nontms*, CDl.ar.dO alboo 

.:; 

89 ’ 

Y.Rodne” Mc4,“n.n 
78446 covnrv *I 
,,onrros.. C.1or.d. 81401 

95 

I 



-..s,..J. 

91 

69 

96 

I 

68 
136 

92 

Gene Vecchia 
RMP Team Leader 

mar Mr. Vecchia 

I would like to provide brief comments regarding the recently 
released unconpahgrc Basin Reso”rce Management Plan. As a 
frequent visitor to this portion of the state. I have had the 
pleasure to enjoy :bi* fine area (as well as aid the local 
economy through purchases at local stores,. ny purpose to 
visit is not to view logging areas or oil rigs or other such 
industrial artifacts but to enjoy the lsstlnq beauty of the 
terrain. 

it Is with real regret that I learned the plan does not 
designate certain areas for wilderness protection that really 
deserve it. It appears the Cunniaon Gorge has been 
recommended for wilderness protection and that is perfect. 
That river IS a recreation.31 resource that “ill do more for 
the economy and environment over the years than any 
development ever could. 

mt what happened to Camel Back and Adobe Badlands7 The 
camel Back arca has no mineral value at all as referenced in 
the plan itself and should be designated for wilderness in 
that the Unc~mpahgre Plateau includes no wilderness at all at 
this time!! THIS AREA SHOULD BE DESIGNATED P.3 WILDERNESS. 

I am not as familiar with the Adobe Badlands but it appears 
this area has no mineral or logging values at all and it to 
should be preserved as wilderness. 

Please incorporate these comments into your review process 
and alter the plan to reflect these areas as wilderness. 

~-hank you for your consideration and action on these 
ChoYghtS. 
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Dear Hr. Yeechia: 
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onox 
874.7590 

DELTA VETERINARY CLINIC 112 
DR. TOM CORE 

1520 Bluff St. 
odta. co 81416 

Montrose District Orfice 
2465 South ‘P”“,,S”“d *venue 
Montrose. C”l”rad” 8,401 

TO Whom It xay concern. 

These are my written comments on the uncompahgre aasin Resource 
Mdnagement Plan. Environmental Impact StaLeme”t. and Camel Back 
‘dilderness Study Area. I am in favor of th6 Current Hanagement 
Alternative for the Uncompahgre Basin. I am in favor of the 
?I0 k’ilderness Alternative for the camel Rack Wilderness Study 
Area. The current system for this area has served everyone 
very ~011 by utilizing the Multiple use Concept of Public Land 
m:,agcment. As a current radio commercial says. “If it ain’t 
bro?c, then do”*t fix it.” 

I am also advocating restriction of Off-&ad Vehicles (O&S’s) to 
be used only on designated roads in the entire Uncompahsre Basin 
District. The reasons for these restrictions are 1) ORVs cause 
increased stress and harassment of wildlife on a year-around 
basis, 2) ORVs do “bt try to avoid vegetation, but instead drive 
Over grasses. bushes, and shrubs. which leads to their destruction 
that the” causes, 3) increased soil erosion. 

NY rinal opinion is a very general idea. I am a rffreational user 
Of BLM administered lands. I believe all recreational users of 
Public lands Should be charged a day-fee or a yearly users-fee. 
Historically, other users of public lands such as grazing. lumber. 
.and mininq interests have been charged fees for their use of 
the public domain. To me, it’is a” inconsistant’palicy that 
allows hunters, fisherpersons. 
given a “free ride”. 

and/or perusers of scenery to be 
AS a businessman. I have learned that if 

anything is given away it is not appreciated, but if something 
is charged for it is more likely to be used properly and take” 
care Of. I have many times used National Parks and National 
Rocrestlon Areas whore the fee system was in effect. I think 
people tend to pick-up after themselves more and apprbciate 
vhat they “se when they are charged a fee. Those who use it 
should pay for it. Finally. a major source of revenue to support 
and improve public lands is being neglected and left totally 
untapped by not charging users fees to recreationists. 

86 

68 
136 

102 

I. 



, .13 

I 

I 

6 

61 



136 

68 

68 
136 

69 

68 
136 

I 
119 

69 years of grace for the developers, the damage “ill already be done! 

People vacation here Prom all o”er the world, Peu OP us are so luc,.y-- 

- be able to 11~ here year round. Let6 not lose sight of that 

*hiCh makes this a desirable ?lsce to be, that which sets our part 

of the planet apart Pro” all others! Leta not se11 it all into 

~“existecce Por the sake of a Pew DOW skiers dollars, or let Its 

g”alities be’gradually deatmyed’. Please accept the respo”6lbility to 

mage with in eye rnr the fiture, that there ~ili continue tc be same- 

thing uorth managing, that we ind our cblldre” may continue to enJoy 

this cow,try and the pleasures it sflords-In perpetuity. 

YOU have my sincere and heartfelt tba”ks Per listenin,?. on my oyn 

behale, a”d on bebalP OP my 2 year old dauebter, whose entire nap time 

I have spent I” Yrltlng to YOU. ph* G&e 

Penelope Cmcker 

EOpleB: 

urn. Arm.str.mg 
Tim YlPth 
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To 
Gene Vecchla 
RMP Team Leacer 

6LM 
2505 5 Towxend Ave 
t3ontrose. co 8 I401 

Dear Gene, 
1 woulo first llke to vmce my approval for the recommend- 

atlen gown by the BLM for wilderness protectlon m the Gunnlscn 

Gorge 
The Camel Back and Adobe Badlands are wtlderness study 

areas which I feel have much to recommend them also Very llttle 
land ,n these lower elevations 15 protected by w,,der”ess StatUS 
even though these areas have a variety Of blant and wlldllfe species 
not found m !he high altitude areas There are no resource ConfllCt5 

or spec;a, ,nterests ,n these areas however thler wlldernees 
qual!t,es wll be gradually destroyed wlthout full OroteCtlOn 
The areas bemg considered are such a small percentage of ELM 
land that as much as pofslble should be set asIde now 

Cordially 
5 J Clark 
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Mr. Gene "ecchia 
RMP Team Leader 
Bureau Of Land Management 
2505 s. Townsend A”e 
Monlrore. co., 810401 

Dear M, Yecchia. 
I was very pleased to see that the BLM has recommended the Gunnison Gorge WSA 

as wilderness in the Unmmpaghre Basin RMP. 
The area is quite beautiful. and Ihe Gunnison river running through it.,makei it a very 
unique area. 
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October 29 1987 

P.obert Vecchia 
BLX 
2505 S. Townsend Ave 
xontrose co 81401 

Dear Robert: 

I wish to cement upon the IWP recently issued by your office. 
I personally have visited the lands covered by the WF’ on e very 
reylar basis. end have also visited each of the 1:SAa e nur;.ber of 
tines es well. 

X would UT 
P 

e the BLY to reconsider its Frefcrred alternative 
LO 88 to mire c osely follow the Conservation Alternative. The 
negative impact of grsring is jut to severe for the arid end eimi- 

129 arid lend to handle. The results of 

[ 

in a number of places in the area. 
oveegrnz1ng ere all to.0 clear 

the 
I en es;-ecially concerned ebout 

i?OPSed lend treament ee 8UCt “treeme”t” bee e ee~e~e ?clect 
u;cn the “atural vezeterio” and is of limited value eo far es 
actually increasing forage.. 

So far es the !:SAs ere concerned, the 6L’: is to be congratu- 
ated ul‘on its All Filderness ro,oeal for the Cunnieon Gorge. Bow- 
ever. the BLX should slso inc ode both the Cacel Beck and Adobe f .. 

68 Badlands eree ee wilderness. It would a;pear frorr the rerorts tt.et 

136 
wilderness desigantion would not in any wey influence either grez- 

! 

in; or sinersl extraction. Both erees offer yrisrine country 
which should be preserved. The Camel Beck eree offers one of the 
last undisturbed trees of the Uncompahgee Plateau while the Adobe 
Hills erce offers e greet ex;e”se of Elencos Shale which provides 
“U~Z~TO”S orrortunites for solitude. 

Tbnnk you for considering my comments. Please keer r.e in 
touch es to your final decision. 
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outc, 

Robert E. “cc&la 
AIlp Team L”&sr .- SD! 
2505 South Towmend Avmue 
Montrosc. colondo 81401 

Dear xl-. “efchl., 

Tha *0110vi”& arc my comments concar”l”s G-l* ““COnpahgrs bein Assource Fh”asens”t 
Plan and h”lro”ms”tal 1plprct StAtsnc”t, 

The b-CC+, altcmat.1”. oIf.,nd to s”p~ort the rmltipls-“CC ebjscti”c. With the fewest 

detrlv.c”ta to ll”sstock &razl~. 18 the ‘Co”tl”“atlo” of Current Managsmnt.’ 

86 Under this policy. through Allotment Management Plan*, the objectives to enhmcc 
1l”catock grazing a”* tildllfie end llparian bautata. contm1 er.3cion and caxnlty, 
utlllzc *nere.l a”* farcct pmd”cts, aI* protect our OIYMC rscmatlo” i”tercctc 
can be net on a sits-apsciflc Mais. 

136 
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Robert 2. "ecchla 
x.3 TOam Leader-- Bin 
2505 south TOW”SE~* hIIYe 
Nantrose, Calorado 81401 

The follo”ln8 are my comments conceting the “ncompahgre Ea¶i” Resource Ianagement 

Plan rnd Environmental Impact Staemant, 

‘Ihe beat alta~~tlve offered to support the multiple-use obJec&e. d&the fewest 

detrimenta to livestock grating, iii the ‘Conunuation of mrrent ku,ageme,,t.’ 

Under thin policy, thmugh Ulotment ,,aru(lsmsnt Pl.ns. the objeetlves to &,a,,oe 

ll"e8tock ~zlW .nd dldllfo .nd ,+rl.r, habitata, control eroslo,, Md tiltity, 

ut111zo mlnera1 and ronsr products, ad protect our LilYen. recreot1on 1nt.erec.t~ 

541 ba net on 8 a1tr-q.ecii1o baais. 

Robert E. “ecchia 
IMP TeAa Leader - BLn 
2505 South Tomsend A”e,,oe 
Nmtross. colorado 814cl .., ‘. 

Dear Nr. “ecchla. 

The folloting,are ny comments on the Uncompahgre &.sln,Yilderness Technic& Supplement, 

;6[ .a I cde) do not agree “lth the B,,,‘s Proposed Action.-the ~11 Yllderneas Alternative, 

for the Cunnioon Cords Yildelnesa Study wea. . : 

58 
The Camel Bck Md Adobe Badlands Yilderness Study Areas till benefit most iron the 

36 1 NO Ullderneaa bltelll?.ti”e. Thi., altematlve best uempllfles the moltipla-Use manadement. 

Sit.-Bpecific obJectives w be mltiSate.3 throvgh the *Ilotae?t~Ma,,agement ilaoe. ‘i: 

A-- 

Eaarfim.3,)Y87 
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Robert E. “ecchlr 
NKP Tean Leader .- BIW 
2505 South Tovnssnd A”e,n,e 
Ncmtro4e, ColorMo 81401 

The folloring are my co‘,mesta on the “ncoqab~a Sasln Yildernosa Technical Supplement, 

66 
C 

I (r) (do not) Wee with the MA’s Pmpoasd Action, the r\ll illldexoess dlternati”e, 

for the Cunnison CorSe Ylldex,,e.,. Study mea. 

144 
aate, 

Robert S. Yacchia 
Nm Tea.3 Leader .- BLW 
2505 South Townsend *venue 
Nontrose, Colorado 81401 

mar NT. Yscchia. 

The foliating ue my comments eoncernlng the ““compU,qe Basin Resource K%oagenent 

Plan and Blvlroomental Impact Statement, 

The best alternative offered to support the multiple-use objective. with the fewest 

detiinents to livestock grazing. ia the ‘Continuation of Current Management.’ 

Under this p;licy. through Allotment ,?a”sgement Plans. the objectivea to enhance 

&razing and tildllfe ti ripari~ habitats. control arosion and oallnlty, 

Utilize mtnenl and forest producta. and protect ou diverse recreation interest8 
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Rota-t e. “*cchla 
R’!f Team Leader - SD! 
2505 South Tmsend A”=““* 
Hentmre. ca1orado 81401 

112 

I: 
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Date, 

Robert E. VeCENa 
Iii73 TW Leader- BU4 
2505 South Tovnsend ~“e”“e 
tlo”trose. colorado 81401 

ucar Kr. “scchla, 

148 

Date, 
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ilobsrt E. "l)fChl2. 
Fw Team L&V - BLn 
250.5 South Tolmaa”* Avanua 
RO”tlOSe, c010rad0 81401 

The f0110ning are my comments 0” the lJncompah&rs Baai” umdenmas TechntcAl Supplement, 

I do (do not) amae with the SI,,‘s Pmpoaed Action, the All Ylldemess *Itsmative. 0 
for the Cumlscn Cor&s Uildsmem Study Area. 

!6 

151 
cdts, 

Robert 9. Yecchi. 
Pm TL!Am Lmder‘- SIN 
2505 South Townsend ~vsnus 
b!ontrcss. co1ore.do Sl401 

121 

152 

Yilderneas Desimation--Based on the srgumentn I have 
heard and resd, 1 do not find ~ufflcient reason for a 
chs”&e 1” stst”s of .“y of the three ProPoSed areas. 
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2154 S:onehcngc Circle 
Lafayette, COlOIado 80026 
NOY.1, 1987 

AS far as the Adobe Badlands are concerned. “e dppreciate 
your decision to close the area to off-road vehicle we. We 
realize that there is virtually no resource to utilize here. 90 
h’e see no conflict in declaring wilderness desi,gnatJon for 

. this area. 
And one more thing; e”en though we are avid skiers, we do 

not support the potential storm King Ski Area site. AS it is 
critical elk calving habitat and would impact deer terrain IS 
well the fact that there are more than enough ski areas in a11 
parts of the State of Colorado. we implore that the SLH manage 
Storm King Momtain for elk.and not ski developers. 

Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely, 
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Date, Gata~November 5. 1987 

Robert 2. “eechla ibbert E. Yecchi= 
sm Toan I,ea;ler .- BM PXP Team Leader - BIA 
2505 South Twnsend lYC”“B 2505 South Tovnssnd A”s”“s 
“ontrose. colorsdo SllrOl wmtross. c010rpd0 Blbol 

Dear *. “ccchla. 

The following are 9y comentd concerninS the “nconpahgre tiin Resoirce M~.~~caent 

Plan and Envlronment2.l 1mpct statmcnt, 

The best alternative offer& to supper+ the multiple-use objective, with the fewest 

detrinents to li”estock gracing. is the ‘Continuation Of current MMi)gCm”t.’ 

I (do) (ti $&‘) agree with the ml’s P&ad Action, the All Ylldarness Alternative, 

for the Gumlson cozge Yildmness Study tie=. 

Under this po11cy. through Allotmnt nsnagemant Plans, the objectives to enhance 

livestock lsrasing and “lldllfe an* ripulan hablt.e”S, cO”tm1 srosion and salinity, 

ut11ise *“era1 and *ores* pmd”cts. and pr.atset our diverse recreation interests 

can be met on a site-specific basis. 

68 
he Camel Sack and ldobs Sti=nds ilildcmess Study me- “ill benefit.most from the 

136 
G 

No Ylldemesa bltemative. This alternative best exemplifies the multiple-use ram~ement. 

Ite-=peciWz objectives cm be mitigated through the Allotment Management Plans. 1 

Richam and I are true MtlVes Of this are*. our fulli*=, for i,YO and three gen- 
e==tio”s before us, evolve.3 their livlihocds in tne tie1 Sack, Minter “es=, and 
RO”blde=u Creek are=. It is written in stone in the Roublded” where my great-gredt “ncle 
and friends spent mristDbg day I” la%. lie “dd = cattle rancher “ho rorked this very 
===a. The nert SenerMion MM my great i)ncle’s brother-in-la” bc.mstMdlng the me,, dove 
place in the canyon. “bich I= =till In OUT faplly’s ownership. The y- of 1920 Ed 
1928 SW w Grandfather. and illchard’s CI‘dndfdther. holding gr=zi”.~ permits In these 
=aionins UM8. (These s&me petits d-r6 still held by mm fapily members or US.) 
Ye s=e” up le=miw the history of this area from the d&u& people rho first ‘settled’ 
it. This Ro”bide=u Canyon sh=ped their livlihoods. their lives. and their persons. 
(AS it still doss Ours, &day.) 

Thrm&h OUT heritage and knotin.~ and llvlng rith the mjestlc beauty. the defiant 
I.i&~sdnesS. the se”ere forces of fl‘mdlng. and the extrene8 of “eather ca,ses “s to 
t~ely ~nderstdnd and fitly appreciate this aye=. Tt Is our home. our ‘back y=rd’. 
an.3 “e love it. The CamI L3ack terrain ha defied change for, =t least. over = hvndred 
rears of’clvllieatic.n’. And it still de~nnds the ssme respect =“d offers the =u,e 
subjacts for =ppreci=tlon,..tith~~t = title. 

a 
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Eater Ncwen!xr 5.1987 

Robert E. “ecchia 
%9 Tean Leader .- BM 
2505 South Townsend Venus 
blontrose. c010r*0 WV31 

The fOllOWi~ are my cements eoneeming the UrJcompahgra Bssl” Rascures mnsgenent 

Plan and Dwircmentai Impact StAtenE”tl 

r 
The best altemntive offered to support the mdtipleuss objective. rith the fewest 

detriments to ll”esto* gr*sing. is the ‘Contln”atio” Of current Managcruent: 

Under this policy. through Allotment mmgemnt Plans. the objsctives to enhance 

livestock grazing Md wildlife an* riparian habit&S. control erosion Md s=li*ty, 

utilize miner=1 and forest products. Md protect our diverse recreation interesta 

can be met 0” * site-specific bad*. 

h few dddltio.nal comments d”d Eo”cerns are: 

69 

iie support the S”ma”‘S posltlo” to Cc.“tln”e your fact-finding process “ndenay 
the storm Xi”S Ski de”elopme”t. VIly “he” yo” and those i”YOl”ed can analyze =I1 

Inpacts can a valid declslon be reached. The Uncoqabgre Valley could 
bencfit frm the dlvcrsity of incom generated by this. - at our conceins 

the ssme AS others’. ie..Is the ZL?ZW In q”estio” “0”. or histotid1y.a ~=,.lng 
and- Ylll the lack of this elk habitat adversly affect the surrounding uses, 

on public and priv=te lands? 

67 
iie also have concerns =bo”t off road vehicle “Be. ile s”pport &y the Current 

but there are U- which need tO bs under more strict rtstricti~“. 
this actlvlty. -2special1y during crdcial erosiYe pe?s*. and *hi1e ti1dlite 

I- 
r Throughcat the draft are referer.:es to l”trOd”cln~ desert sheep to the &me1 Sack 

area. de object to this proposal. Becausen 1. The only reliable water for thi= ue= is 
the Roubldeau and ~rlsrell creeks. Both me designated tir.=rian zone habitats. and it 

111 

has hem suggested that 1inltine useage I” these-zones tiii improve thelo. Introducing 
nore dnhal Units to directly conflict “ith the hlstOrl~=I u=e of cattle grazing e.“d the 
cmckl deer winter range is defeatlw our range msnsement objectlvss.2. The revenues 
derived from the grazing permits an.3 deer hunting ICtititieS historically and are nor 
pro~esslve and dependable. This are= is presently = study =re= for munrain lion with 
no hunting or trapping of them allo”ed.(Their “unbers ZZ= increuring.) There are &so 
coyotes there ye&r around, and bear to the So”th in the summer months. With these ob- 
st~cles It Is cc,-‘rain to tie ye- for the herd (bnnd?) to produce enough trophy-size 
anlds for ha-,est. The money. tine; and Un-hOurs anoted *or this could be better spent. 
Sl@l=& co”tl”“sd on next pa&c 

I' 

12 

116 

160 

ile need more “ater deveL,pmnt an the top and benchea of Winter “es= to better 
wage OUT entire grazing al1otme.t. There rould also be &~=t. long term benefits r-rot, 
chlinlng or timbering and reseeding in the BadcUe area between “inter and 714 Me-. 
The road across the top 0: “inter ,,a= Is essential for cdtcbm=“t a.3 Ience re@r=, and 
has been necessary for transporting sick and injured livestock. It Is hedvily used for 
big Sue hunting. recre=tlc.dst=. =nd some Division of iiildllfe activities. 

Yith these factore in dnd, therefore , our prefsrence i= only the No Yildemess 
Altsmtlvc for the Uml Sack “SA. 

Thank you for your conslderatlon .,I these cements. 
Sl8llOdl 
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2832 unaweep Avenue 
GTand Junction, Co 81503 
3 November 1987 

Gene Vmhla 
RMP Team Leader 
Bureau of Land Management 
2505 5. Townsend Avenue ,., 
Montrose, UJ 81401 

Dear Mr. vewhla. 

I would Me to make the fouowh-q c0m~nt.s regarding the 
Unwmpahgre E&n Reseurca Management Plan and Entio~Onkd 
Impact Statement and Wilderness Technical Supplement. 

‘1. I support BLM’s recommendation for wilderness designatkm for 
thr Gun&on Gorge and I am in favor ol shnllar dedgnations tOr 
the Adobe Badlands and Camel Back WBA’s. Why, Ii there are no 
resource amflkts, has BLM not recommended them ior wilderness? 

,2 The Storm King Ski Area Is unnecessary; Colorado has enough ski 
areas, most ol whkh are constantly complain@ about their 
finandal struggles 

mti you: 

Sincerely, 

Bda Conner 

68 
136 

116 

119 

27 

100 

67 
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2832 Unaweep Avenue 
Qrand Junctx.n, CO 81503 
3 November 1987 

Gene Vwhia 
RMP Team Leader 
Bureau ol Land Management 
2505 S. Townsend Avenue 
Montrose, CO 81401 

Dear Mr. veahia: 

I would like to make the lollowing wmmmts regarding the 
Uncompahgre Basin Raurce Management Plan and ~vironmsntal 
Impact statement and Wtldemesa Technical Supplement. 

1. I support E&Mb r owmmandatlon lor wlldemesa desIpaUon for 
the c3unnim Qorge. Howevr, I am ab8 in favor cd sUnlIar 

66 deslgnauons lor the Adobs Badlands and Camel Back WBA’s, as 

136 this regbn ot Colorado has very Iew wildernew areaa that are 
aae&ble during any ssason but late sprin@summer. mere ar* no 
resourcbconflictswlWIr~toAdobsBadlandsorCamslBacr; 
why has BLM not recommended them lor tidemess? 

2. Please explain why the BLh4 considers the potential lor cultural 
resources in the Camel Back WSA ‘low to moderate.’ 

126 
t- 

3. How would high-value cultural sites be protectad by ‘spalal 
designations’? 

69 
4. mestormgingSldAr~bunnecassary;Iurgeyoutodlsallow 
the developers from proceeding with any further plans during the 
B-year grace period 

Thank you lor amIdering my wmments. 

ShCare1y. 

119 
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136 
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11145 E. 4th AYenUC 

I am writing you to express my support for additional wilderness 
recommendations by the BLM in the Uncompahgre Basin Resource 
Management Plan. 

I’d like to thank you for recommending wilderness designation for 
the Gunn~son Gorge wSA in the draft RMP. As I’m Certain you 
k”CW, this area contains c significant dlvarsity of. recreational 
and scenic resources worthy of preservation. 

There are two additional !&As, Adobe Badlands and Camel Back, 
that I believe deserve wilderness designation and should receive 
BLPl recommendations for such designation in the final RIIP. 

- There are few li.ndfocms more obviously meeting wilderness 
criteria than the nancos shale. badlands typified by the Adobe 
Badlands WA. Although this area has relatively easy access, 
little interest has been shown ir: extractive development. With 
no resource conflict and management plans expressed in the draft 
RPlP to close the ared to off-road-vehicle use, wilderness 
designation is an obvious and proper route for preservation of 

_ the area. 

Likewise, Lhere are no resource conflicts in the Camel Back WA. 
As one of the few remaining areas of true wilderness on the 
““compahgrc Plated”, this area merits protection as a component 
of the National Wilderness Preservation System. A majestic 
canyon system with a perennial stream, Camel Back can provide a 
remote recreational experience far the backcountry hiker, and 
wilderness designation would provide protection for fragile 
riparlan habitat and rare plant species in the unit. ! 

I urge you to reconsider your position on Adobe Badlands and 
Camel Back and recommend those areas, in addition to the Gunnison 
Gorge, for wilderness designation. 

Sincerely, 

Levis kCoo1 
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RESPONSES TO PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Table 3 presents the BLM’s responses to comments submitted 
during the public comment period. The response numbers 
correspond to the numbers on the margins of the hearing 
transcripts and comment letters. The commenter or letter 
numbers correspond to the numbers on the.upper right comer 
of each page of the hearing transcripts and comment letters 
and identify the individual commenter (see Table 1 and 
Table 2). 

Responses are arranged by resource or resource use. 
Responses explain why a particular issue was or was not 
addressed, clarify the BLM’s position on some issues, state 
whether a text change was made, and refer the reader to 
applicable sections of this document or the Draft RMP/ 
EIS. The responses must be read in conjunction with the 
appropriate comments. 

Table 3 
RESPONSES TO PUBLIC COMMENTS 

RESPONSE 
NUMBER 

COMMENTER 
OR LETTER 
NUMBER ‘BLM’s RESPONSE TO THE COMMENT 

AIR QUALITY 

58 31 There is a pervasive misconception that recommendation and designation of 
new wilderness areas is automatically tied to restrictive federal Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration (PSD) Class I air quality status. There is no such 
connection. Certain existing national parks and wilderness areas were designated 
as mandatory Class I areas by Congress in the 1977 Clean Air Act Amendments, 
but since then each state is and has been responsible for any redesignation. 
Since 1977, several areas in Colorado have been designated as wilderness but 
none have been redesignated as PSD Class I. The state of Colorado identifies 
air quality areas as Category I, II, and III; the sulfur dioxide limitations in 
the state categories are identical to those established for federal PSD Class I, 
II, and III areas. In 1977, the Gunnison Gorge Recreation Area was designated 
a Colorado Category I area; it remains a federal PSD Class II area. 

COAL 

31 

32 

16, L-21 

16 

The development of thresholds was considered as required by 43 CFR 1610.4- 
4(i); however, since all of the coal in this area is to be extracted using underground 
mining methods and since mitigation has been built into the management 
prescriptions and no major adverse impacts are anticipated, the establishment 
of thresholds was not deemed necessary. 

Under the Continuation of Current Management Alternative, only emergency 
short-term lease applications and maintenance leases would be considered. The 
average increases under the other alternatives allow for consideration of future 
long-term leasing of lands with coal potential. The land-use planning groundwork 
presented in this plan will enable the BLM to respond more quickly and efficiently 
and avoid frequent amendments to the RMP if there is a future demand for 
coal. It also provides industry with a variety of coal qualities with which to 
meet future market needs. 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Table 3 (continued) 

RESPONSE 
NUMBER 

33 

34 

42 

45 

46 

72 

COMMENTER 
OR LETTER 
NUMBER 

8, 16, L-21 

L-2 

16, 22, H-3, L-21 

16, L-21 

16, L-21, ‘M-12 

L-21 

BLM’s RESPONSE TO THE COMMENT 

A summary of the application of the coal unsuitability criteria is described 
in Chapter One, pages 9 and 10, of the Draft RMP/EIS. As stated in the 
cover letter (the first page of the Draft RMP/EIS) and again on page 1-8, 
the coal unsuitability report is available for public review and comment. This 
report describes in detail the lands in the Paonia/Somerset coal planning area 
and a portion of the Bookcliffs coal planning area which are deemed unsuitable 
based on the 20 unsuitability criteria. 

The management of the lands around the Tomahawk Mine has been changed 
in the Proposed Plan. These lands are now included in Management Unit 7. 
(See plan map.) 

The acreages available for coal leasing consideration do not vary much between 
alternatives since all mining would occur underground. There were no multiple- 
use trade-offs or resource conflicts that prevented lands from being considered 
as suitable for coal leasing. 

The final regulations regarding increased emphasis on the six criteria mentioned 
were not finalized until December 1987, six months after the release of the 
Draft RMP/EIS. These criteria were, however, analyzed in the Draft RMP/ 
EIS. Riparian areas are protected in Management Units D-9 and D-l 1. The 
other criteria (sole source aquifers, wetlands, Class I air quality areas, and buffer 
zones around National Park Service areas) were not addressed because there 
were no impacts to them or, as in the case of reclaimability, the impacts will 
be analyzed when a potential coal lease tract is delineated. 

The RMP does not make any coal leasing proposals. Coal leasing levels are 
established by the Secretary of the Interior through the regional coal teams 
(43 CFR 3420.2). The RMP does analyze the four coal screens described on 
page l-9 and identities whether the coal is available for coal leasing consideration. 
If there is a demand for coal in the future, coal within the areas identified 
as available for coal leasing consideration will be analyzed on a tract-specific 
basis. The BLM cannot lease coal for which there is no industry interest. 

The coal leasing process includes a detailed site-specific analysis of potential 
impacts of proposed lease tracts following tract delineation. Mitigation to eliminate 
or lessen anticipated impacts is identified at that time. Mining or associated 
activities would not be permitted where it is known that ground or surface 
water impacts would result. The BLM recognizes, however, that some degree 
of risk and the occurrence of unanticipated impacts does exist. 

OIL AND GAS 

8. 17,32 This information is contained in the Oil and Gas Technical Report which supports 
the RMP and which is available for public review. By not making the Oil 
and Gas Technical Report a part of the RMP (i.e., an appendix), it can be 
updated and revised without amending the entire RMP. 

35 3 The text on page 2-3 of the Draft RM/EIS has been changed. See the Changes 
to the Draft RMP/EIS section of this document. 

38 ?, 9 The effects of aquifer mixing are not discussed because of the low level of 
oil and gas activity. In addition, the immediate and long-term impacts on water 
resources are not significant because measures are taken at the drilling stage 
to prevent aquifer mixing and other groundwater impacts on a site-specific basis. 
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Table 3 (continued) 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE 
NUMBER 

44 

COMMENTER 
OR LETTER 
NUMBER 

8 

BLM’s RESPONSE TO THE COMMENT 

The oil and gas resources in Management Unit D-9 would be open to leasing 
with standard lease terms as described on page 3-29 of the Draft RMP/EIS. 
In addition, a more comprehensive analysis of oil and gas activities is included 
in the Oil and Gas Technical Report, which is available for public review as 
stated in the cover letter to the Draft RMP/EIS. 

47 16,24, L-21 The Connors vs. Burford decision pertained to the leasing of lands in the National 
Forest system and not to public lands administered by the BLM. The BLM 
feels that a comprehensive and cumulative analysis of oil and gas activities 
is discussed in the RMP/EIS and also in the Oil and Gas Technical Report. 
As stated in the cover letter and on page l-8 of the Draft RMP/EIS, the 
Oil and Gas Technical Report is available for public review. 

OTHER MINERALS 

36 9 

39 2. 

41 22 

The statement is correct. The mineral leasing process is conducted in such a 
way that the risks of water injury are minimized. It is the responsibility of 
the lessee or claimant to mitigate any injury to an adjudicated water right. 

Current policy does not permit mining and disposal of mineral materials in 
floodplains if the floodplains will be adversely affected. There is no criteria 
used to permit this activity on alluvial valley floors. Mining on alluvial valley 
floors is regulated only for coal mining, not disposal of mineral materials. If 
there are proposals for disposal or mining of mineral materials on alluvial valley 
floors, they will be analyzed on a site-specific basis to assure all impacts are 
mitigated. 

Management of this area allows for low but evident human concentrations and 
impacts. Mineral exploration and development is not in conflict with this 
management guidance and does not, therefore, necessitate maintaining the existing 
mineral withdrawal. 

43 18 The mineral resources (including production figures) were identified in greater 
detail in narrative and overlay formats in the Management Situation Analysis 
(MSA). As stated on page l-8, the MSA is available for public review and 
comment. Information from the MSA was condensed and summarized for 
inclusion in the Draft RMP/EIS. As indicated in the environmental impacts 
section (Chapter Four) of the Draft RMP/EIS, the Preferred Alternative presented 
little or no impacts to mineral development, especially for high potential minerals. 

SOILS AND WATER RESOURCES 

73 8 

74 8 

When reviewing site-specific actions, the BLM will comply with state water 
quality standards as noted in the introduction to each alternative prescription. 

Existing water quality standards are established by the State of Colorado, not 
the BLM. Information on these standards is available at the BLM’s Montrose 
District Office. The amount of data available precluded incorporation into the 
RMP/EIS. The BLM does monitor water quality on public land to ensure 
compliance with established standards. This information is also available at the 
Montrose District Office. 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Table 3 (continued) 

RESPONSE 
NUMBER 

COMMENTER 
OR LETTER 
NUMBER BLM’s RESPONSE TO THE COMMENT 

75 8 

76 8 

77 8 

78 8 

79 .8 

80 8 

81 8 

82 8 

83. 9 

The BLM has a representative on the Colorado Non-Point Source Advisory 
Committee which is currently developing the Section 319 Assessment Report. 
When completed, this report will identify non-point sources on public land. 
The specifics of Section 3 19 program projects will be incorporated into BLM 
activity plans. Salinity and sediment, the two primary water source issues addressed 
in this RMP/EIS, are also discussed in the 1986 Colorado 305(b) Assessment 
Report. 

Site-specific monitoring is a follow-up process for objectives identified in activity 
plans. As activity plans are developed, monitoring studies designed to evaluate 
progress in attaining specific objectives will be developed. 

“Local surface waters” refers to the water resources within the drainage where 
the impact is occurring. 

Domestic water users of water from public land were contacted during the 
preparation of the Draft RMP/EIS. No water quality problems, potential 
impacting activities, or water quality improvement needs were identified. 

Aquatic habitat activity plans would be designed to meet or exceed the water 
quality standards for each particular area. 

The assumption is that AMP objectives for increased ground cover would be 
met, even if adjustments to the grazing systems are required. The text in the 
Proposed Plan reflects this assumption. 

The BLM administers the public land under numerous Acts, Executive Orders, 
Secretarial Orders, etc. The BLM feels erosion and water quahty can be improved 
through proper management without the need for on-the-ground erosion control 
projects. Each of the alternatives was designed to comply with existing laws 
‘and regulations. The impacts that are identified on pages 4-44 through 4-60 
are often based on a worst-case scenario; they are not proposed management 
directions, which are identified in Chapter Three. 

Impacts to aquifers are discussed in each alternative prescription under a section 
called Impacts to Water Resources from Locatable Minerals. See pages 4-4, 
4-14,4-30, and 4-39 of the Draft RMP/EIS. 

Watershed protection for the Gunnison River through the Gunnison Gorge is 
identical in both the Conservation and Preferred alternatives. 

:. 
RIPARIAN/AQUATIC SYSTEMS 

7 9, H-7 The 200 AUM reduction is not a management action but rather the impact 
on livestock grazing that would result from limiting forage utilization in the 
riparian management unit to 35 percent. The intent of the restrictions on forage 
utilization and spring period grazing is to enhance recovery of woody vegetation 
and reduce soil compaction and bank damage during the wet, spring season. 

23’ 8 The figures used on page 4-53 of the Draft RMP/EIS are actually impacts 
to aquatic habitat from other uses, and are not the result of the prescription 
for Management Unit D-9. The 70 miles recommended for intensive management 
includes the 40 miles in Management Unit D-9 along with additional miles 
that would be improved or protected through intensive grazing management 
and other actions. 
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Table 3 (continued) 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE 
NUMBER 

COMMENTER 
OR LETTER 
NUMBER BLM’s RESPONSE TO THE COMMENT 

24 

40 

97 

113 

114 

116 

117 

118 

119 

8, 9, 23, Ll21 The 1,034-acre figure in Table 2-5 (page 2-8 of the Draft RMP/EIS) describes 
the actual existing riparian vegetation within the planning area. The 6,320 acres 
in the Preferred Alternative and other figures used in other altemattves reflect 
acres that would be managed for riparian improvement. This includes areas 
without existing riparian vegetation. 

20 Current withdrawals do not restrict sales of mineral materials or mineral leasing. 
Revocation of the withdrawals would open the lands to mineral location under 
the 1872 Mining Laws. The BLM feels that current laws and regulations provide 
sufficient means to allow mining and still protect water quality and stream 
hydrology. 

1 The numbers appearing after the stream names (e.g., Gunnison River No. 3) 
are the identifiers used by the Colorado Division of Wildlife for specific sections 
of a given stream. 

30’ Although there has been some improvement in stream bank cover in some 
areas over the past 10 to 20 years BLM data does not indicate this improvement 
is widespread or that optimum conditions would be obtainedunder the 
continuation of current Management Activities. 

30 The BLM recognises that differences exist within and between riparian areas. 
Specific management objectivities and guidelines would be developed in 
Allotment Management Plans or other activity plans. 

23,163, 169 Riparian vegetation in the planning area generally exists as small, isolated areas 
along stream channels; the size of these areas precludes identification at the 
1:200,000 scale of the RMP maps. Those areas which have the highest potential 
for improvement were identified in Management Unit D-9; management in 
these areas would be geared for riparian improvement. Other riparian areas 
would be either maintained or improved under the Preferred Alternative even 
though they are not identified individually. 

161 The 35 percent utilization limit proposed in the Draft RMP/EIS would be 
the upper limit for livestock utilization only. There is no evidence at present 
to indicate that big game animals concentrate in, or make substantial use of, 
woody riparian vegetation within the planning area. The greatest concentration 
of animals occurs during the winter months; however, snow cover reduces big 
game dependence on free water sources, and animals do not concentrate in 
riparian areas. Improved water sources on the bench areas would improve wildlife 
habitat and distribution during the warmer months, but most of these sources 
would be frozen during the winter. 

8 The management of riparian areas as described in each of the alternative 
prescriptions conforms to BLM’s riparian policy, EO 11988, and EO 11990. 
None of these policies or Executive Orders exclude all negative impacts to 
riparian vegetation or aquatic habitat. Public lands are managed by the BLM 
for a variety of uses which, in most cases, can be compatible with appropriate 
stipulations. Specific objectives for improvement would be incorporated into 
new or existing activity plans after the Record of Decision for this plan is 
completed. 

9, 16, 23, 163, 169, The restrictions the BLM is recommending are anticipated to result in riparian 
L21 improvement. Monitoring studies would be utilized to determine if additional 

restrictions are needed. 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Table 3 (continued) 

RESPONSE 
NUMBER 

COMMENTER 
OR LETTER 
NUMBER BLM’s RESPONSE TO THE COMMENT 

121 11, 12, 30, 148, 152,. - The term riparian is defined on page A-39 of the Draft RMP/EIS. Year-round 
156, 161, 164, M-1, surface water is not necessary to maintain healthy riparian vegetation. In the 
M-3, M-5, M-6, Proposed Plan, the limit of 35 percent utilization would be used when other 
M-14, M-15 methods of improving riparian vegetation have been unsuccessful. The BLM 

has a substantial amount of information which supports even more severe 
restrictions than those in the Proposed Plan. However, based on the current 
conditions of the riparian areas, it is felt that substantial improvement would 
.be obtained through other methods (i.e., changing season-of-use) and that a 
35 percent utilization limit would be implemented only if necessary. 

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

11 -7 

27 8,9, 16, 23, 163, 169 

99.. .7 

100 9, 23, 169 

103 9, 23, 163 

104 , 9; 16, L-21 

105, .. M-3 

106 30 

135 23 

Table 2-6 and Table 2-8 have been changed (see the Changes to the Draft 
,RMP/EIS section in this document). 

The text has been changed; see the prescription for Management Unit 8 in 
this document. 

,The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would be consulted prior to any surface 
:disturbance or the deveopment of any activity plan which may effect listed 
species or their habitat. 

Tracts with known populations of threatened and endangered species are no 
longer identified as suitable for further consideration for disposal. All tracts 
:would be inventoried for listed, candidate, and sensitive species prior to being 
offered for disposal. 

The BLM consulted with the Colorado Natural Areas program throughout the 
‘development of the Draft RMP/EIS. Table 2-6 (page 2-10 of the Draft RMP/ 
‘EIS) identifies all protected species known to occur within the planning area. 
Astragalus wetherillii has been added to Table 2-6 (see the Changes to the 
:Diaft RMP/EIS section of this document). All of the species listed on Table 
,2-6 are also on the State list. There were no other areas of public land identified 
for special protection within the planning area. 

,A predisturbance clearance is conducted prior to the authorization of any surface- 
disturbing activity and occupied habitat is avoided. Monitoring studies designed 
to monitor long-term population trends and to detect impacts from livestock 
grazing and ORV use have been established in several areas. 

Some species of cacti, such as prickly pear, can be spread by livestock use. 
Available data does not show that the spineless hedgehog cactus is benefitted 
by livestock grazing in any way. 

Based on the objectives of the Conservation Alternative, maximum protection 
was afforded the special plant resources in this management unit. In addition 
to the federally-listed plant species occurring in this area, the management unit 
was designed to afford protection for unique plant associations which are grazed 
by livestock and are readily accessible. 

The protective measures mentioned on page 3-2 of the Draft RMP/EIS do 
extend to BLM sensitive species. They do not extend to State sensitive species 
‘or plant associations unless these species are included in the Colorado BLM’s 
‘sensitive species list. 
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Table 3 (continued) 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE 
NUMBER 

COMMENTER 
OR LETTER 
NUMBER BLM’s RESPONSE TO THE COMMENT 

WILDLIFE RABITAT 

29 L-21 Timber harvesting in this area would be designed to improve elk calving habitat. 
These design features could include season of harvest, increasing the rotation 
age, and harvesting to increase small openings in dense stands. 

96 34 

98 156,161 

The badlands areas are not suitable habitat for bighorn sheep. 

Requiring the Colorado Division of Wldlife to pay grazing fees is an issue 
which goes beyond the scope and purpose of this RMP. At present, the BLM 
does not receive a percentage of the State’s hunting license fees. However, the 
BLM has received contributed funds from the Colorado DOW for cooperative 
project work to improve wildlife habitat on public lands. These funds are derived 
from license fees and have amounted to a considerable sum statewide. We 
agree that wildlife do receive spin-off beiletits from some range improvement 
projects funded by the BLM and grazing permittees. 

107 M-12 Present conflicts for forage between livestock and wintering big game are isolated. 
The Preferred Alternative allocates additional forage to wildlife in most of those 
areas where conflicts between private interests and wintering big game are 
occurring. 

109 9 The BLM recently inventoried Fruitland Mesa for sage grouse strutting and 
wintering areas. The Colorado Division of Wildlife has been, and would continue 
to be, consulted prior to any habitat modification. The present sage grouse 
population is too small to be considered suitabie for hunting and the available 
habitat is so limited that little can be done to increase the population. Under 
the Preferred Alternative, every effort would be made to maintain the present 
sage grouse population. 

110 172 

111 

Many areas which were once available for big game use have been converted 
to other uses, such as agricu!tural and residential developments. With less habitat 
available on private land, it becomes necessary to selectively open up some 
closed pinyon-juniper stands to provide more forage on public land, especially 
in wintering areas. Prior to removal of the pinyon-juniper, the needs of other 
species using the area are identified so that system diversity can be maintained 
or improved. 

21, 161, 164, M-15 Prior to reintroduction of desert bighorn sheep into the Camel Back area, a 
site-specific environmental analysis which would identify potential impacts would 
be completed. The reintroduction of desert bighorn sheep into similar habitat 
in Dominguez Canyon in 1983 has not resulted in detectable conflicts with 
livestock, big game, or riparian vegetation. Although bighorn sheep would use 
the streams as water sources, they would not remain in those areas where dense 
vegetation inhibits their ability to recognize predators and hazards. 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

26 30 The text has been changed; see the prescription for Management Unit 12 in 
this document. The Preferred Alternative (page 3-30, Draft RMP/EIS) also 
provides guidance for livestock grazing management. 

70 20,34, H-6 Public land administered by the BLM is managed for multiple-use. Livestock 
grazing is a legitimate use of public land and can be managed to avoid detrimental 
effects on sensitive areas. Under the Preferred Alternative, livestock grazing would 
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127’ ,’ H-2 

128 1 

129 129 

131 21 

132 30 

133 30, 156 

134 156, M-6 

be limited to 35 percent utilization and the season of use would be restricted. 
ORV use and other surface-disturbing activities would also be restricted to improve 
watershed conditions. The BLM anticipates that both soil and vegetation 
conditions would improve as a result of the implementation of these measures. 

AUMs were estimated to increase by one percent per year for 10 years for 
‘impact analysis purposes only. This assumes that land treatments and more 
intensive grazing systems would be successfully implemented. 

Livestock grazing is already restricted around most developments and facilities. 
The BLM would be willing to work with the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) 
in adjusting or restricting livestock use where the BOR has identified adverse 
impacts from grazing on developments or facilities. 

The BLM’s livestock management program is designed to eliminate overgrazing 
,and to improve vegetation condition. The Preferred Alternative would accomplish 
this through improved management, facility development, and land treatments 
designed to improve forage condition. Studies have shown a substantial increase 
in forage species’ vigor and density following successful land treatment projects. 

The decreases in AUMs in the Camel Back and Adobe Badlands WSAs are 
,not proposed reductions; rather, this is the anticipated impact resulting from 
the 35 percent utilization restriction that is a part of the management precriptions 
for the riparian and salinity areas. 

.&der the Conservation Alternative, livestock grazing and drifting would be 
‘completely eliminated in the E&ante Canyon RNA, Management Unit C- 
,2. However, this would not preclude trailing of cattle on the Escalante Canyon 
road. 

Percent utilization is the amount-based on weight rather than height or 
appearance-of a plant’s current growth which has been removed. Key species 
are those plants that, because of their importance, are monitored to evaluate 
whether objectives are being met. 

,Reductions mentioned in the Draft RMP/EIS reflect estimates under worst- 
case situations and are for impact analysis purposes only. Actual adjustments 
would be determined through long-term monitoring in accordance with grazing 
regulations. The BLM’s philosophy for proper range management incorporates 
range management principles and various systems or philosophies, such as holistic 
resource management, where appropriate. 

RECREATION AND VISUAL RESOURCES 

12 

50 

53 

25, H-5, H-8, H-10 These concerns have been addressed in the Addition to the Gunnison Gorge 
Recreation Area Management Plan. 

1 ,Table 2-16 (page 2-19 of the Draft RMP/EIS) has been changed to include 
:the proposed Curecanti National Recreation Area. The Fruitgrowers and Paonia 
areas will be evaluated for scenic quality and visual sensitivity when the BLM 
revises its visual resources inventory. 

9 As stated on page 1-8 of the Draft RMP/EIS, additional background infdrmation 
-concerning recreational use is available in the Management Situation Analysis. 
.The only adequate information the BLM has on actual recreation use is for 
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59 24 

65 112, 156, M-2, M-3 

69 14, 16,22,36,37,38, 
41,42,44,45,46,48, 
52,53,54,56,57,58, 
60,62,64,66,67,68, 
71,73,74,76,77,81, 
91, 95, 97, 98, 107, 
110, 119, 122, 123, 
128, 130, 136, 153, 
158, 161, 165, 166, 
167, 168, 172, H-8, 
H-10, H-11, H-12, 
L-5, L8, L-9, L-11, 
L-13, L-14, L-16, 
L-17, L-18, L-21, 
M-4, M-7, M-8, 
M-12 

120 22 

the Gunnison Gorge. All other recreation use is estimated from staff observations 
and from recreation users’ comments. 

The management prescription for part of Management Unit D-4 (15,610 acres) 
calls for a minimum of restrictions on surface-disturbing activities. The remainder 
of the unit (25,182 acres) would be managed for low but evident human 
concentrations and impacts. Leasing for oil and gas is not in conflict with this 
management guidance and, therefore, does not necessitate closing the area to 
leasing. 

The BLM may charge a user fee for recreational use of the public land if 
a permit system is in effect. Normally, a permit system would be considered 
only in a Special Recreation Management Area, such as the Gunnison Gorge, 
and not in extensive recreation areas. Costs of implementing and enforcing a 
fee system throughout the planning area could be prohibitive. 

The management prescription for Management Unit D-10 of the Preferred 
Alternative has been rewritten for the Proposed Plan (see Management Unit 
10 in this document). The new prescription reflects management of the unit 
to enhance its use as an elk calving area. Specific interim management related 
to the potential ski area proposal has been deleted; the public lands within 
the unit would therefore be managed for extensive recreational use as indicated 
on page 3-30 of the Draft RMP/EIS. At present, information available on 
the potential ski area is insufficient to determine its compatibility with wildlife 
habitat, timber production, and coal production. Should a completed and final 
ski area plan be proposed, it would be considered in light of this plan’s Record 
of Decision, resource conditions, and other pertinent factors existing at the time 
the proposal is submitted. 

Under the Preferred Alternative, management direction for this area would 
emphasize elk calving. It was assumed all impacts to elk calving use from ski 
area development would be mitigated prior to approval of the ski area proposal. 

OFF-ROAD VEHICLES 

6 50, H-2 The expense involved prohibited the inclusion of large, detailed ORV maps 
in the Draft RMP/EIS. It was felt that the smaller maps in Appendix G would 
serve to indicate potential problems from ORV proposals. More detailed maps 
were available upon request (see page A-21, Draft RMP/EIS). The Preferred 
Alternative recommends more acres for limited ORV use, based on the need 
to reduce impacts on soils, vegetation, and wildlife. 

55 64 

67 9, 11, 16, 23, 24, 30, The BLM recognizes ORV use as a valid recreational use of the public land. 
34, 50, 64, 112, 135, Restrictions on ORV use are based on protecting natural resources and preventing 
161, 163, 165, 169, conflicts with other public land uses. Where ORV use would cause excessive 
172, H-2, L-2 1, M-2, damage to resources or where conflicts with other uses are anticipated, areas 
M-13 were recommended for closure to or limitations on ORV use. If the effects 

from ORV use were not considered to be significant, the areas were recommended 
to be open to ORV use. 

The regulations governing ORV use on public lands are contained in 43 CFR 
8340. 
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88 1 Although the withdrawal order does not prohibit ORV use, lands actually being 
developed for Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) projects are closed by BOR 
regulations, unless opened by the BOR. ORV use on withdrawn lands not 
being used for project development is administered by the U.S. Forest Service 
or the BLM in accordance with their regulations (43 CFR 420). The ORV 
designations in this plan apply only to lands for which the BLM has administrative 
responsibilities. 

137 19, H-7 In the Proposed Plan, the area within the boundary of the Camel Back WSA 
is recommended for closure to ORV use. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

122 135 

i23 15, M-9 

124 

125 

126’ 

Cultural and paleontological .&sources are protected by numerous laws and 
regulations. The BLM uses these laws and regulations to protect these resources 
through avoidance or mitigation of surface-disturbing activities. 

In the Preferred Alternative, a portion of this area (5,848 acres) would be 
intensively inventoried for cultural resources. Through the Operation Respect 
program, the remaining area could be inventoried and monitored using volunteer 
expertise and labor from the Colorado Archeological Society. 

15, M-9 These recommendations would be incorporated into activity plans designed to 
improve protection and public awareness of cultural resources on public lands. 
Under the auspices of Project Pride, brochures and interpretive displays could 
be funded through grant money made available to organizations committed 
to the preservation of cultural resources. 

15, M-9 The Preferred Alternative recommends intensive inventory of 5,848 acres. Once 
this inventory is completed and specific information on high-value and 
high-density sites is obtained, activity plans designed to protect these sites would 
,be developed. These could include changes in ORV designation. 

165, 168,, Upon completion of the intensive inventory, significant cultural sites would be 
assigned an appropriate designation such as Conservation for Future Study or ‘. ,Public Education use. The ‘activity plans developed for these areas would identify 
the specific measures that would’be needed to protect the areas’ cultural values. 

WILDERNESS 

4 19 The Wilderness Technical Supplement (WTS) is an integral part of the RMP. 
It specifically details the wilderness issue and supports and backs up the RMP. 
Wilderness evaluations, analyses, and considerations are in the WTS. Only the 
recommendations from the WTS are brought forward into the RMP/EIS. Also 
see Responses Number 66,68, and 136. 

10 

20 

10 

L-21 

The Draft RMP/EIS and Draft WTS address and analyze the wilderness issue 
and the effects on it and from it. It is not the purpose of these documents 
to address alternative methods of power production. 

Coal leasing would be allowed in the upper portion of the Adobe Badlands 
WSA because this WSA would be recommended as nonsuitable for wilderness 
under the Proposed Plan. 
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21 L-12 If all three WSAs were designated as wilderness, it would result in the closing 
of 41,865 acres to ORV use and oil and gas leasing. Since only the Gunnison 
Gorge WSA was recommended for wilderness designation in the Preferred 
Alternative, only 21,038 acres would be closed to these uses as a result of 
wilderness designation. Under the Proposed Management Plan, however, 6,783 
acres within the Adobe Badlands WSA and the entire 10,402 acres of the 
Camel Back WSA would be closed to ORV use even though they were not 
recommended for wilderness designation. 

49 

51 

52 

1 

22 

22 

54 10 

56 18 

57 6 

60 22, L-17 

61 31, H-l 

Use of motorized equipment for emergency rescue operations may be allowed 
in a designated wilderness area. Use of motorized equipment by the Colorado 
Division of Wildlife (i.e. helicopters, outboard motors) may be allowed in a 
wilderness area with BLM State Director approval. These situations would be 
addressed in the wilderness management plan that would be developed for 
designated wilderness areas. 

Mancos shale badlands are not inherently unsuitable for wilderness designation. 
The Adobe Badlands area will be managed as an Outstanding Natural Area, 
set aside to preserve unique geologic features and threatened and endangered 
plants. 

An alternative that would recommend the Camel Back WSA as wilderness 
with provisions for water development on Winter Mesa is not needed. Under 
the BLM’s Interim Management Policy, new permanent range improvements 
(i.e. stock reservoirs) may be approved for the purpose of enhancing wilderness 
values by better protecting the rangeland in a natural condition. Under the 
BLM’s Wilderness Management Policy, new rangeland improvements may be 
allowed if determined to be necessary for the purpose of resource protection. 

The text has been changed (see the Changes to the Draft RMP/EIS section 
in this document). 

None of the WSAi are rated as having high mineral potential. The Gunnison 
Gorge WSA, which is recommended for wilderness designation, has a moderate 
rating for mineral potential, but there are no known mineral deposits. The BLM 
feels that the highest and best use of the Gunnison Gorge is as wilderness and 
has, therefore, recommended it as suitable. Congress will ultimately make the 
final decision on wilderness designation. FLPMA (section 603(a)) requires that 
a mineral survey be conducted by the U.S. Geologic Survey and the Bureau 
of Mines to determine the mineral values, if any, that may be present in an 
area recommended as suitable for wilderness by the BLM. This report will 
be completed before the Secretary of the Interior forwards the wilderness 
designation recommendations to the President. 

The BLM will address issues such as low level military flights in the Wilderness 
Management Plan that would be developed after Congress designates an area 
as wilderness. 

Public Law 96-560, which released the U.S. Forest Service’s Roubideau Rare 
II area from wilderness consideration, did not make any determination on adjacent 
lands administered by the BLM. Also see Response Number 136 (the last response 
in this section of this table). 

If Congress designates the Gunnison Gorge as a wilderness area, Congress will 
also make the determination as to whether the proposed water projects would 
be allowed in the wilderness area, and if any mitigation of water rights would 
occur. 
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62 46,47, 73 

63 16,24, L21 

64 78, 147, M-10 

68 

71 

4, 11, 13, 14, 16, 19, 
2 1,22,23,24,25,26, 
28,35,36,38,39,41; 
44,45,46,47,48,5 1, 
52,53,54,56,58,59, 
60,61,63,64,65,66, 
67,68,69,70,7 1,72, 
73,74,75,76,80,81, 
83,85,87,89,91,92, 
94,95,96,97,98,99, 
101; 102, 103, 104, 
105, 106, 107, 108, 
109, 110, 113, 114, 
115, 116, 117, 118, 
119, 120, 121, 122, 
123, 125, 126, 127, 
128, 129, 130, 131, 
132, 133, 135, 136, 
137, 139, 142, 143, 
145, 147, 149, 150, 
152, 153, 155, 158; 
160, 162, 163, 165, 
166, 167, 168, 169, 
170, 171, 172, 173, 
H-2, H-4, H-6, H-8, 
H-10, H-11, H-12, 
L-l, L-3, L-4, L-5, 
L-6, L-7, L-8, L-9, 
L-10, L-11, L-12, 
L-13, L-14, L-15, 
L-16, L-17, L-18, 
L-19, L-20, L-21, 
M-4, M-7, M-8; 
M-10 

All of the WSAs addressed in the Draft RMP/EIS and Draft WTS meet the 
requirements for study and consideration for preservation as wilderness. However, 
additional factors such as potential land uses, impacts to other resources, 
enhancement of the wilderness preservation system, actual wilderness values 
of the area, and other available management options all play a major role in 
determining whether an area should be recommended for designation as 
wilderness. 

The BLM recognizes that the Adobe Badlandsarea meets the minimum wilderness 
criteria, but does not feel that the area’s wilderness qualities are significant enough 
to warrant inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System. Shale-type 
badlands are presently represented in the NWPS by the Bisti and De-na-zin 
wilderness areas in New Mexico, both of which are similar in appearance to 
and within a day’s driving distance of the Adobe Badlands WSA. 

Although the wilderness qualities of the Adobe Badlands are not significant 
enough to warrant designation as wilderness, it is felt that the area’s interesting 
landforms, threatened and endangered plants, and other values are deserving 
of some form of protection. Designation of the area as an Outstanding Natural 
Area is a more appropriate management option for protection of these values. 
The BLM is therefore recommending that the 6,783 acres of the WSA which 
contain these values be designated as the Adobe Badlands ONA/ACEC (see 
Management Unit 15). This management option would also allow the northern 
portion of the WSA, with its high to moderate coal potential, to remain available 
for coal leasing. 

1,3,8, 10,22,31,49, These concerns will be addressed during preparation of the final wilderness 
165, 168 EIS. 

Wilderness designation and wild and scenic river designation are two separate 
issues. Both require Congressional action under separate and distinct Acts. 

The private land in Red Canyon (within Management Unit D-4) was identified 
for acquisition on page 3-34 of the Draft RMP/EIS. The Gunnison Gorge 
Recreation Area Management Plan (July 1985) also identifies these tracts for 
acquisition. 

Livestock grazing is permitted in designated wilderness areas to the extent 
established prior to wilderness designation. New rangeland improvements may 
be allowed in designated wilderness areas if determined to be necessary for 
resource protection. 

The Gunnison Gorge WSA contains outstanding geologic, ecologic, scenic, and 
wilderness values. The area provides a.wildemess whitewater boating opportunity 
not available in most other wilderness areas. If designated, this area would 
complement the adjacent National Park Service designated wilderness area. There 
is local and regional public and political support for designation of the Gunnison 
Gorge as wilderness. 
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130 19 

136 9, 11, 13, 14, 16, 19, 
2 1.22.23.24.25.26. 
28; 35; 36; 37; 38; 39; 
4 1,43,44,45,46,47, 
48,49,5 1,52,53,54, 
55,56,58,59,60,61, 
63,64,65,66,67,68, 
69,70,7 1,72,73,74, 
75,76,77,80,81,83, 
85,87,89,91,92,94, 
95, 96, 97, 98, 99, 
101, 102, 103, 104, 
106, 107, 108, 109, 
110, 112, 113, 114, 
1’15, 116, 117, 118, 
119, 120, 121, 122, 
123, 125, 126, 127, 
128. 129. 130. 131. 
132; 133; 135; 136; 
137, 138, 139, 142, 
143, 145, 147, 148, 
149, 150, 152, 153, 
155; 158; 160, 162, 
163. 164. 165. 166. 
167; 168; 169; 170, 
171, 172, 173, H-2, 
H-4, H-6, H-7, H-8, 
H-10, H-11, H-12, 
L-l, ‘L-3, Li4, L-5, 
L-6, L-7, L-8, L-9, 
L-10, L-11, L-12, 
L-13, L-14, L-15, 
L-16, L-17, L-18, 
L-19, L-20, L-21, 
M-4, M-7, M-8, 
M-10 

Under the Preferred Alternative, the Camel Back WSA becomes part of 
Management Units D-l, D-2, and D-9. Management for these units corresponds 
to and is consistent with the management direction outlined in Table 3-8 of 
the Draft RMP/EIS. 

All of the WSAs addressed in the Draft RMP/EIS and Draft WTS meet the 
requirements for study and consideration for preservation as wilderness. However, 
additional factors such as potential land uses, impacts to other resources, 
enhancement of the wilderness preservation system, actual wilderness values 
of the &a, and other available management options all play a major role in 
determining whether an area should be recommended for designation as 
wilderness. 

The BLM recognizes that the Camel Back area meets the minimum wilderness 
criteria, but does not feel that the area’s wilderness qualities, although possibly 
important on a local or regional scale, are significant enough to warrant inclusion 
in the National Wilderness Preservation System. The Dominguez WSA (73,568 
acres) and the Gunnison Gorge WSA (21,038 acres) have both been 
recommended as suitable for wilderness designation; both of these WSAs are 
within short driving distances of regional population centers so wilderness 
designation of the Camel Back WSA would not significantly expand wilderness 
opporturiities in this area. 

The character, landforms, rock formations, and vegetation of the Camel Back 
WSA are very similar to those of the Dominguez WSA, which is located within 
eight miles of the Camel Back WSA. Features typical of both the Camel Back 
WSA and the Dominguez WSA are the steep-sided mesas covered with 
pinyon-juniper woodlands and scattered sagebrush parks, and the deep, colorful, 
sandstone canyons with canyon-bottom riparian vegetation that includes 
cottonwood, willow, and tamarisk. Roubideau Canyon (within the Camel Back 
WSA) possesses some outstanding visual features, but it is not unlike several 
other plateau-region canyons, including upper Spring Creek Canyon, Escalante 
Canyon, and especially Dominguez Canyon, all of which have similar formations, 
vegetation, coloration, and scenic qualities. In addition to its natural and scenic 
values, the Camel Back area provides important habitat for wildlife and threatened 
and endangered species, and is also used for livestock grazing. 

Because the Camel Back area’s wilderness values are not significant enough 
to warrant inclusion in the NWPS, the BLM is not recommending it for wilderness 
designation, and has determined that identifying the area for continued 
multiple-use management is both effective and appropriate. To provide protection 
for the area’s natural and scenic values, to prevent accidental destruction of 
threatened and endangered plants, and to reduce active erosion, the Proposed 
Plan recommends closing the area within the WSA boundary to ORV use. 

SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS 

19 L-21 The BLM feels there is adequate space within Management Unit 14 for a nature 
trail and other interpretive purposes. 

28 9, 16, 23, 163, The text has been changed; see the management prescriptions (in this document) 
L-3,L-4, L-5, L-7, for Management Units 12, 13, and 15. 
L-8, L-9, L-l 1, L-13, 
L-17, L-21, M-12 
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37 9’ The recommendations of the BLM Geologic Advisory Group concerning the 
1,800 acres in Chukar Canyon and the Ute Indian fault zone were reviewed 

‘and considered. These areas are within the Gunnison Gorge WSA, which is 
recommended for designation as wilderness. On August 22, 1972, the BLM 

‘designated Needle Rock as a Class IV Outstanding Natural Area under the 
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation classification system. 

101 8, 24 

102 8, 11, 24 

One purpose of an Environmental Impact Statement is to analyze the impacts 
of the various alternatives to a proposed action. If management of Areas of 
Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) are identical under all management 
alternatives, there would be no reason to analyze the impacts. The Preferred 
Alternative gives priority to the protection of ACECs; management priorities 
emphasize ACECs less in other alternatives. The designation of an ACEC is 
a discretionary management action which necessitates full environmental analysis 

:and public input. Activity plans will be developed for all designated ACECs 
as the BLM’s operating budget permits. 

Both the Conservation and the Preferred alternatives recommend three areas 
for ACEC identification; under the Proposed Plan the recommendation has 
been expanded to four areas. All of the areas which have been identified by 

‘either the public, other agencies, or the Resource Area staff have been 
recommended for some form of special designation. 

LAND TENURE ADJUSTMENTS AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT 

16 4 

17 4 

85 7, 9, 16, 22, 24, 40, 
135, 172, H-2, L-21, 
M-12 

87 1 

89 1 

90 1 

91 1 

:The Final RMP/EIS map has been changed to show all lands within the Black 
Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument which are administered by the 
‘National Park Service. The lands within the proposed Curecanti National 
Recreation Area are shown as Bureau of Reclamation withdrawn lands since 
formal designation as a National Recreation Area has not yet occurred. 

The lands near the northeast boundary of the Black Canyon of the Gunnison 
National Monument are Bureau of Reclamation withdrawn lands, not potential 
exchange tracts (see map legend). 

Specific criteria for the identification of tracts determined to be suitable for 
further disposal consideration have been added (see the Disposal of Public Lands 
discussion in the Proposed Plan section of this Final RMP/EIS). Tracts that 
do not meet these criteria are no longer being considered as suitable for disposal. 
All public lands administered by the BLM that do not meet these criteria would 
,be retained in public ownership. 

The BLM would retain withdrawals for all Bureau of Reclamation structures 
and linear rights-of-way for all laterals on tracts that would be identified for 
,disposal. 

The Final RMP/EIS map has been changed to reflect these corrections. Standard 
mapping practice is to not show withdrawals over water surfaces. The withdrawal 
boundary extending into the reservoir is indicative of the lands affected by the 
withdrawal. Disposal would be contingent upon the lifting of existing withdrawals 
,on’those tracts in T. 14 S., R. 92 and 93 W. 

The text has been changed to include all public entry laws. See the Changes 
to the Draft RMP/EIS section of this document. 

Current laws and regulations do not permit the transfer of BLM powersite reserves 
to the Bureau of Reclamation. Under the Proposed Plan, the powersite 

134 



Table 3 (continued) 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE 
NUMBER 

COMMENTER 
OR LETTER 
NUMBER BLM’s RESPONSE TO TAE COMMENT 

92 

93 

classifications in the Dominguez area would be lifted to allow a full range 
of multiple-use management. 

The text has been changed; the column in Table 2-17 entitled “Purpose” is 
now entitled “Primary Purpose”. See the Changes to the Draft RMP/EIS section 
in this document. 

All tracts currently under Bureau of Reclamation withdrawal would be evaluated 
through the withdrawal review program; if the withdrawals are not lifted, these 
tracts would be retained in public ownership. 

MAJOR UTILITIES 

30 11,31 Management Unit D-7 would be managed for existing and potential coal 
development. Major utilities in areas containing coal resources would result 
in a loss of coal revenue because State regulations require that surface structures 
be protected from subsidence. This is usually accomplished by leaving more 
coal in-place to support the surface structures than would normally be required 
for room-and-pillar mining. If utility corridors were permitted over coal resources, 
the coal would not be managed in the best and most efficient manner. 

94 9, 16, L-21 

95 31 

Whether an area (including all special management areas) is open, closed, or 
restricted to major utility development is addressed by management unit in 
each of the alternative prescriptions (see Chapter Three of the Draft RMP/ 
EIS). 

The 1980 Western Regional Corridor Study is a planning tool and has been 
used as such during the preparation of this RMP/EIS. In addition to the 1980 
Study, the BLM also utilized the 1985 Western Regional Corridor Study, and 
consulted with the Delta-Montrose Electric Association, the Colorado-Ute Electric 
Association, the San Miguel Power Association, the U.S. Forest Service, and 
the BLM offices administering adjacent public lands. 

112 

115 

31 

31 

The disturbance associated with construction and maintenance of major utilities 
and their related facilities increases stress on big game, especially when this 
disturbance occurs on crucial winter ranges when the animals are already under 
stress caused by environmental factors. Mitigating measures help avoid or reduce 
much of this impact, although such measures are seldom 100 percent effective. 

As stated on page 3-38 of the Draft RMP/EIS, riparian areas would be open 
to the development of major utility facilities. Only surface-disturbing activities 
which would have long-term adverse effects would be prohibited. 

ACCESS AND TRANSPORTATION 

9 152, H-9, H-11 

18 H-2 

Public access across private land is generally obtained through purchased 
easements. Condemnation can be used as a last resort, but only if negotiations 
fail completely and such action is justifiable. After a route analysis is completed 
to determine the best access location, the BLM negotiates with the landowner(s) 
to determine mitigating measures and resolve problems and conflicts. The BLM 
usually assumes maintenance responsibility for all acquired easements. 

The BLM’ recommends acquisition of public access on the McCarty Trail in 
the Preferred Alternative on page 3-32 of the Draft RMP/EIS. 
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H-2 

22 
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As stated on page 3-35 of the Draft RMP/EIS, the BLM has proposed access 
acquisition in these areas. The BLM presently manages some land at the confluence 
which is used as a boater put-in/take-out site. The adjacent private land (Gunnison 
River Pleasure Park) provides a raft/kayak take-out point, but a user fee is 
charged public use is not otherwise restricted. 

Revised Statutes 2477 (RS 2477) was repealed by the Federal Lands Policy 
and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA). The acknowledgement and 
documentation of RS 2477 grants for public highways constructed on unreserved 
public land prior to October 2 1, 1976, is a non-discretionary action and, therefore, 
does not necessitate inclusion in this RMP/EIS. 

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC RESOURCES 

1 H-2 The location of the Storm King Ski area is shown as Management Unit C-10 
on the Conservation Alternative map. The information on pages 4-60 and 4-61 
of the Draft RMP/EIS was derived from data provided by Storm King Associates 
(the proposal’s developer)! Colorado Ski Country U.S.A., and the State of 
Colorado through the Division of Local Government’s Computer Model-Planning 
and Assessment Model. 

3 11 In Chapter Four of the Draft RMP/EIS, resource management trade-offs are 
identified as impacts which are generated by various management actions. These 
impacts, including effects on economic conditions under each of the management 
alternatives, were considered in the development of the Preferred Alternative 
and will be considered in the final resource management plan. 

GENERAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

22, L-17 

H-2 

The Preferred Alternative was developed based on the identified issues, public 
input, conflicts with other resources and uses, and laws and regulations. It is 
composed of portions or combination of portions of the other management 
alternatives. The Preferred Alternative is not a final decision; rather it represents 
the management that the BLM has proposed for the public lands in the planning 
area. The RMP/EIS is published as a Draft to allow for public review and 
comment. After consideration of the public input, the BLM will develop the 
Final Resource Management Plan and provide rationale for the final decisions. 

It would be impossible to show in detail on a map all the areas that would 
be impacted by the various actions. The maps in the Draft RMP/EIS illustrate 
where most resources are located and this helps indicate where impacts would 
occur. Since the plan covers a possible I5-year period and some actions, such 
as utility development, mining, and oil and gas exploration and development 
are not planned by the BLM, the locations and time frames on specific impacts 
are not known. 

13 11, H-3, H-11 The RMP is a general land use plan that establishes land use allocations. The 
BLM feels this plan provides the general objectives and guidance needed to 
manage the public lands. Based on the direction in the RMP, specific activity 
plans which will identify objectives, mitigating measures, and specific management 
actions will be developed for the various resources and resource uses. 
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Table 3 (continued) 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE 
NUMBER 

COMMENTER 
OR LETTER 
NUMBER BLM’s RESPONSE TO THE COMMENT 

14 H-13 

15 5 

22 16, L-21, M-12 

25 8 

86 27,28,79,82,84,86, BLM management is based upon the principles of multiple-use and sustained 
88,93,100, 111,124, yield; it is a combination of uses that takes into account long-term needs for 
134, 140, 141, 144, renewable and non-renewable resources. All of the alternatives described in 
146, 148, 151, 154, the Draft RMP/EIS are designed to provide multiple-use management but are 
159, 161, based upon different overall management objectives. 

108 5 

Although the management unit boundaries shown on each map cross private 
and other non-federal lands, the management prescriptions apply to only those 
lands for which the BLM has administrative authority. This includes surface 
and/or subsurface estate. 

The boundary of Management Unit D-15 is the Cimarron River; the unit is 
not adjacent to High Mesa. 

Since specific data for proposed actions from mining and other surface-disturbing 
activities are not known, impacts were expressed in qualitative rather than 
quantitative terms. Environmental assessments will be prepared on specific actions 
and projects, following the general land use allocations provided in the RMP. 
Impacts will be analyzed and quantified at that time. 

It is the BLM’s policy to involve the public and local, state, and federal government 
agencies in the planning process. Attempts have been and will be made to 
gain input from these entities on site-specific proposals, actions, and environmental 
assessments. 

The areas covered by the three proposed wildfire suppression strategies are 
discussed in the Management Situation Analysis, which is available for public 
review. Consultation with the U.S. Forest Service will be completed prior to 
issuance of the Record of Decision for this resource management plan. 
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CHANGES TO THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

Table 4 is a list of changes that have been made to the 
text of the Draft RMP/EIS. Map 1 shows the changes in 
the Limited ORV use areas, and Map 2 depicts the changes 
in the areas Closed to ORV use; these maps (originally 
in Appendix G of the Draft RMP/EIS) immediately follow 
Table 4. 

These text and map changes were made in response to 
public comments or to internal BLM review. The list of 
changes is not extensive since the Proposed Resource 
Management Plan (a modified version of the Preferred 
Alternative) and its accompanying map are included in this 
document. 

Table 4 

CHANGES TO THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

LOCATION OF CHANGE CHANGE 

Page l-1; Topics Not 
Addressed in this Plan 

Page 2-3; Oil, Gas and Geoth- 
ermal Resources; second 
paragraph 

Page 2-10; Table 2-6 

Page 2-10; Table 2-6 

Page 2-12; Table 2-8 Change the status for the river otter to read: State endangered and federal candidate. 

Page 2-19; Table 2-16 Add the following entry: (Area Identification, Number and Name) 35 Proposed Curecanti 
National Recreation Area; (Size, acres) 3,200; (Scenic Quality) A; (Visual Sensitivity) H; 
(Viewing Distance) FG; and (Visual Resource Management Class) II. 

Page 2-20; Gunnison Gorge 
WSA 

Page 2-21; Withdrawals; first 
paragraph 

At the end of this section add: Potential Colorado National Guard Artillery Range. (This 
land use proposal will be analyzed in a site-specific analysis when a final application for 
use is received.) 

Change the third sentence to read: The potential for oil and gas production in the planning 
area is considered low to moderate. There has been little past and no recent production. 

Add the following entry: (Common Name) Wetherill milkvetch; (Scientific Name) Asfrugulus 
wethedii; (Status) BLM Sensitive; (Habitat) Clay hills in association with pinyon-juniper 
and sagebrush; (Estimated Population) Unknown; (Estimated Acres of Habitat) Unknown. 

Change the habitat description for Spineless hedgehog cactus to read: Rocky soils. Change 
the habitat description for Uinta Basin hookless cactus to read: Gravelly soils on flats 
and low hills along major drainages. Change the habitat description for Deita lomatium 
to include: and mid-altitude Mancos shale in association with pinyon-juniper. 

At the end of this section add: The City of Delta, the Pittsburg and Midway Coal Company, 
and the Colorado-Ute Electric Association hold conditional water decrees on the Gunnison 
River for potential hydroelectric development. Each proposal for hydroelectric development 
would affect the Gunnison Gorge WSA in some way. In March 1988, the Pittsburg and 
Midway Coal Company donated flow rights of 300 cubic feet per second in the Gunnison 
Gorge to The Nature Conservancy. 

At the end of the paragraph add: Legal descriptions identifying withdrawals, classifications, 
and reservations are included in the Management Situation Analysis (MSA) document, 
which is available for public review at the Montrose BLM Offtce. 
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CHANGES TO THE DRAFT RMP/EIS ,’ 

Table 4 (continued) 

LOCATION OF CHANGE CHANGE 

Page 2-21; Withdrawals; Change the second and third sentences to read: These withdrawals segregate the affected 
second paragraph lands from all public entry laws, including the general mining laws. 

Page 2-21; Withdrawals; third Change the second sentence to read: Each reserve typically involves 40 acres and segregates 
paragraph the affected lands from operation of die public land laws and from non-metalliferous minerals 

.under the mining laws. 

Page 2-22; Table 2-17 Change the title of column four from Purpose to Primary Purpose. 

Page 3-18; Management Unit 
C-l; Locatable Minerals 

., Remove the word pre-FLPMA. 

Page 3-25; Management Unit 
C-15; Special Land Uses 

Delete this entire paragraph. 
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PROPOSED PLAN 
Off-road Vehicle Designation Map 

LIMITED: Areas Where Official Vehicle 
Use Would be Limited to Designated Roads 
and Trails, Either Seasonally or Year-round. 

141 
Scale: 1” = 10 Miles 



PROPOSED PLAN 
Off-road Vehicle Designation Map 

‘fCe&redge j 

hkiss 

CLOSED: Areas Which Would be 
Closed to Off-road Vehicles Use Year-round. 

142 Scale: 1” = 10 Miles 



THE PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

The Proposed Resource Management Plan was developed 
based on an analysis of the public comments received on 
the Draft Uncompahgre Basin RMP/EIS. Under the 
Proposed Plan, the planning area would be managed under 
the multiple-use concept with restrictions applied so that 
management objectives would be achieved. 

All actions proposed in this plan would comply with 
current.state and federal regulations, standards, and policies. 
In addition, the following assumptions were made: 

1. Site-specific activity plans would be developed or 
revised, if necessary, to provide detailed management 
guidance for all management units except the general 
resource management unit. 

2. Site-specific Environmental Analyses (EAs) and 
Environmental Impact Statements (EISs), if required, 
would be developed for all management plans and projects 
within the planning area. 

3. The most reasonable foreseeable level of oil, gas, 
and geothermal development throughout the planning area 
would involve a maximum of ten applications to -drill 
per year, with an estimated total of 30 acres of surface 
disturbance per year. 

4. Lands cases generated by other agencies, individuals, 
and entities would be analyzed and processed on a case- 
by-case basis in accordance with guidance provided by 
this plan. 

5. Recreation and Public Purposes Act (R&PP) land 
use classifications currently under lease would be retained 
with the exception of the Delta County and Montrose 
County landfills. 

6. All Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) would be 
managed consistent with the Wilderness Interim 
Management Policy until the final decision on wilderness 
designation or non-designation is made. 

7. The areas recommended for designation as an 
Outstanding Natural Area (ONA) or a Research Natural 
Area (RNA) would also be designated as areas of critical 
environmental concern (ACEC). 

Some resource management programs would be 
standard throughout the planning area under the 
Proposed Plan. Unless changes in or additions to 
standard management directions are specifically 
addressed in the management prescription for each 
management unit, these resources, programs, and 
activities would be managed as folio ws. 

Air Quality. Activities and projects on. public land would 
comply with applicable local, state, and federal air quality 

regulations. Mitigation to minimize air quality degradation 
would be incorporated into project proposals as appropriate. 

Coal. Federal coal estate would be identified as acceptable 
for further leasing consideration. 

Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources. At present, the 
oil and gas program within this planning area is highly 
speculative. Only three applications to drill have been 
received over the past twelve years; none of these resulted 
in producing wells. Based on this data, the BLM does not 

‘foresee any change in the oil and gas program over the 
life of this plan. 

Federal oil,: gas, and geothermal estate on both federal 
surface and split-estate lands would be open to leasing with 
standard lease terms. Other conditions for leasing such as 
no surface occupancy and seasonal stipulations (see 
Appendix A of this Proposed Plan) are assigned in each 
management unit prescription; special stipulations and 
conditions also apply to federal surface and spht-estate lands. 
Any special stipulations (i.e., seasonal closures) prescribed 
for a management unit would apply to seismic and drilling 
activities. 

Resource information for split-estate lands, upon which 
the recommended stipulations are based, has not been 
verified by the BLM. Verification will occur during review 
of Applications for Permit to Drill (APDs). On-site 
inspection and consultation with the surface owner and 
operator may reveal that (1) the impacts addressed by the 
stipulation will be avoided or mitigated to an acceptable 
level, or (2) the resources of concern are not present. Upon 
either of these determinations by the Authorized Officer, 
the stipulations can be waived, modified, or excepted without 
public notice other than that provided for the APD. 
Consultation with the surface owner also requires the 
consideration of private uses of the surface. If, after on- 
site inspection and consultation, it is determined by the 
Authorized Officer that conditions necessary to avoid 
impacts to private resources would adversely impact the 
public resources addressed by these stipulations, the impacts 
will be assessed. If, based upon such assessment, the 
Authorized Officer makes a decision to substantially change 
or waive one or more stipulations, a 30-day public review 
period will be provided in addition to the public notice 

. period for receipt of the APD. 

Locatable Minerals. All existing withdrawals that 
segretate federal mineral estate from location and entry under 
the general mining laws would be recommended for 
retention. Federal mineral estate in areas not under 
withdrawal would be open to entry and location. 
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Mineral Materials. Federal mineral estate would be open 
to disposal of mineral materials. 

Soils and Water Resources. Water quality and erosion 
conditions would be inventoried and monitored. Measures 
designed to minimize erosion and water quality deterioration 
would be required in plans for surface-disturbing land use 
activities. The area would be open to land treatments and 
development of in-channel structures and project facilities. 

condition and trend monitoring studies would be established 
and/or maintained Maximum sustained livestock utilization 
levels of key forage species would be 50 percent. Allotment 
categorization would determine management and monitor- 
ing intensity. 

Forestry. Suitable commercial forest lands and pinyon- 
juniper woodlands would be managed for sustained yield 
production within the allowable cut restrictions determined 
by the Timber Production Capabilities Classification (TPCC) 
inventory. Riparian/Aquatic Systems. Riparian zones and aquatic 

habitats would be inventoried and monitored where 
necessary to provide information for proper management. 
Vegetation conditions and streambank cover would be 
maintained or improved. Measures designed to minimize 
site-specific riparian and aquatic deterioration would be 
required in plans for surface-disturbing land use activities. 

Threatened and Endangered Species. Threatened and 
endangered species and unique plant associations would be 
inventoried and monitored where necessary to provide 
information for proper management, Clearances would be 
conducted on all proposed surface-disturbing activities and 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) would be 
consulted as required. Measures designed to protect 
threatened and endangered species and their habitat would 
be required in all land use ‘activity plans. Supplemental 
releases and reintroduction of federal and state listed 
endangered, threatened, and candidate species could be 
authorized following environmental analysis and consulta- 
tion with the USFWS, the Colorado Division of Wildlife 
(DOW), and other affected parties. 

Wildlife Habitat. Wildlife forage allocations would 
remain at current levels until studies determine ‘adjustments 
are needed to achieve ‘management. objectives. Additional 
forage allocations would be divided equally between wildlife 
and livestock grazing. Wildlife habitat monitoring studies 
would be established andlor maintained on all crucial winter 
ranges. The planning area would be open to land treatments 
and project facility. development. Existing wildlife facilities 
and land treatments would be maintained. Supplemental 
releases and reintroduction of native or naturalized fish and 
wildlife species (excluding federal or state listed endangered, 
threatened, or candidate species) could be authorized by 
the District Manager following environmental analysis. 

Livestock Grazing. Suitable public lands would be 
available for livestock grazing use. Livestock utilization 
would be managed at current forage allocation levels until 
studies indicate adjustments are needed to achieve 
management objectives. New or additional available forage 
would be divided equally between livestock and wildlife. 
Existing livestock facilities would be maintained. Existing 
allotment management plans (AMPS) would be updated 
as needed and new AMPS would be developed. New 
livestock facilities and land treatment projects would be 
developed if needed to achieve AMP objectives. Vegetation 

Recreation. Public lands would be managed for extensive 
recreational use. 

Off-Road Vehicles. Public lands would be open to off- 
road vehicle (ORV) use. 

Cultural Resources. Cultural and historical sites would 
be inventoried. Clearances would be conducted on sites of 
all proposed surface-disturbing activities. Measures designed 
to protect cultural and historical resources would be required 
in all land use activity plans. 

Paleontological Resources. Paleontological resources 
would be inventoried and appropriate protective measures 
would be developed if necessary. 

Visual Resources. Public lands would be managed under 
current visual resource management (VRM) classifications 
and guidelines. 

Major Utilities. Public lands would be open to 
development of major utility facilities. Stipulations and 
mitigating measures would be developed on a case-by-case 
basis. 

Powersite Withdrawals. Pending determination of 
potential, existing powersite withdrawals would be 
maintained. These lands would not be subject to further 
consideration for disposal. No significant long-term 
investments would be made on these lands unless the 
investment could be recovered prior to development. 

Access. In addition to the specific access needs identified 
in the management unit prescriptions, the access needs 
identified in the resource area’s transportation plan would 
be acquired as opportunities arise. 

Fire Management. Any tire which occurs in a fire use 
category area before a prescribed burn plan is approved, 
or which is not within the limits of the prescription, or 
which threatens life or property would be suppressed as 
a conditional suppression area fire. 

The following management prescriptions comprise the 
Proposed Resource Management Plan. Acreage figures used 
in this discussion are approximations. Table 5 identities the 
management units that were established for the Proposed 
Plan. 
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Table 5 

MANAGEMENT UNITS: 
PROPOSED PLAN 

MANAGEMENT 
UNIT 

ACRES OF PERCENTAGE 1 
PUBLIC OF THE IMPORTANT RESOURCES, 
SURFACE PLANNING AREA VALUES, OR LAND USES 

1 

2 

3 

10 3,292 Less than 1% 

I1 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

186,810 

67,320 14% Wildlife habitat, coal, woodlands 

47,607 10% Woodlands, wildlife habitat, livestock 
grazing 

40,792 

24,177 

21,038 

17,232 

8,942 

6,320 

1,990 

1,895 

377 

Less than 1% Wildlife habitat, recreation 

Less than 1% Recreation, T&E species 

Less than 1% T&E species, soils 

80 Less than 1% Recreation, scientific values 

6,783 1% T&E species, scenic values, soils 

48,422 10% General land uses 

39% Livestock grazing, wildlife habitat, 
recreation, woodlands 

8% Recreation, soils, woodlands 

5% Soils, recreation, oil and gas 

4% Wilderness, recreation, T&E species 

4% Coal, wildlife habitat 

2% Recreation, soils 

1% Riparian/aquatic habitat, livestock 
grazing 

Wildlife habitat, coal, recreation, 
commercial timber 

r Percentages are rounded to whole numbers. 
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DISPOSAL OF PUBLIC LANDS 

Disposal criteria have been developed for use in identifying 
disposal tracts under the Proposed Plan. These tracts are 
identified on the map that accompanies this document. 

General Disposal Criteria. Tracts of public land that 
are difficult and uneconomical to manage because of their 
location and other characteristics, and tracts of public land 
that would best serve the public interest through their disposal 
would be identified as suitable for disposal under the 
Proposed Plan. 

Specific Disposal Criteria. Tracts of public land meeting 
the following specific criteria would be identified as suitable 
for disposal under the Proposed Plan: : 

1. Tracts of 500 acres or less which: (1) are not 
administrative sites; (2) do not contain important mineral 
resources; (3) do not contain known threatened or 
endangered species; or (4) do not border lakes, rivers, 
or perennial streams where potential recreational 
development is likely. 

2. Existing R&PP landfill sites: 

A total of 143 tracts of public land totalhng 11,026 acres 
would be identified for consideration for disposal through 
sale or exchange under the Proposed Plan. Existing R&PP 
classifications on two tracts and existing withdrawals on 
several tracts would be lifted prior to disposal. 

Prior to disposal, resources within identified tracts would 
be managed according to the management prescription for 
the management unit in which they are located. Minimal 
funds, if any, would be spent on ‘improvements on these 
lands. Federal mineral estate would be conveyed with surface 
estate where it would be in the public interest. 

MANAGEMENT UNIT 1 

186,810 Acres if Public Surface; 39 percent of the 
Planning Area 

Management Unit 1 consists of 186,810 acres of public 
land located primarily on the northeast-facing slopes of the 
Uncompahgre Plateau north of Colorado Highway 90. The 
area’s range of elevations gives it a high vahre for both 
summer and winter livestock grazing. 

Public lands within the management unit would be 
managed as “I” category (150,114 acres), “M” category 
(25,727 acres), and “C” category (8,950 acres) grazing 
allotments. Also, 2,019 acres that .are presently unallotted 
for livestock use would be available for grazing application. 

The management unit would be managed to improve 
vegetation conditions and forage availability for livestock 
grazing. Land treatment projects and other facilities designed 
to improve livestock forage and distribution would be 

developed. Intensive monitoring studies would be established 
and maintained on all “I” and “M” category allotments. 
Existing AMPS would be updated as needed and new AMPS 
would be developed for allotments without plans. As 
additional forage becomes available, livestock would have 
priority for allocation. Relinquished, cancelled, or acquired 
livestock grazing permits would be reissued according to 
regulations. 

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would be open 
to leasing. Seasonal stipulations on seismic and drilling 
activities would be in effect from December 1 through April 
30 on 64,815 acres (federal surface) and 560 acres (split- 
estate) of crucial deer and elk winter range, and on 3,757 
acres (federal surface) and 63 acres (split-estate) used by 
bald eagles for hunting habitat. Variances to this seasonal 
stipulation may be granted on a case-by-case basis (see 
Appendix A). 

Locatable Minerals. The Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) 
withdrawal on Fruitland Mesa and both the BOR 
withdrawal and the BLM powersite classifications along the 
Gunnison River downstream of Delta would be recom- 
mended for revocation to allow for mineral exploration and 
development, facilitate resource management, and permit 
long-term land use planning. 

Soils and Water Resources. Non-conflicting erosion 
control objectives, projects, and mitigating measures would 
be incorporated into new and existing AMPS. In-channel 
structures and land treatment projects designed to reduce 
runoff and soil erosion would be developed. 

Wildlife Habitat. Non-conflicting wildlife habitat 
management objectives, projects, and mitigating measures 
would be incorporated into new and existing AMPS. Existing 
wildlife habitat projects would be maintained. Bighorn sheep 
could be transplanted into the Winter Mesa area if they 
would not conflict with current and future livestock grazing 
forage allocations. Wildlife would have first priority for all 
additional forage made available as a result of non-BLM 
wildlife-funded rangeland improvement projects. 

Forestry. Woodland harvest areas would be managed 
for increased forage production and would be compatible 
with AMPS. 

Recreation. River access would be developed at the 
Escalante Bridge. Maps and informational materials on river 
use would be provided. The BLM would manage recreation 
use in a manner that would minimize recreational impacts 
on interspersed and adjacent private land. 

Off-Road Vehicles. A total of 7,240 acres in the Winter 
Mesa/Roubideau Creek area would be closed to ORV use. 
Vehicle use on crucial deer and elk winter range (64,815 
acres) would be limited to designated roads and trails from 
December 1 through April 30 if necessary to reduce stress 
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on wintering deer and elk. The remainder of the management 
unit would be open to ORV use. 

Cultural Resources. A total of 5,848 acres of public 
land between Colorado Highway 90 and the Big Sandy 
Wash would undergo a Class III cultural inventory to 
determine the significance and location of high-value 
archeological sites. Upon completion of the inventory and 
data analysis, some of these sites may be assigned a special 
designation and a management plan would be developed. 

Visual Resources. The management unit would be 
managed under VRM Class III guidelines, except for 
Escalante Canyon which would be managed under VRM 
Class II guidelines to protect its scenic qualities. 

Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands. If they are available, 
non-federal lands that would improve livestock management 
and increase crucial deer and elk winter range would be 
acquired through exchange only. 

Access. Public road access would be acquired into the 
Olathe Reservoir area for hunting and other recreational 
purposes. Public trail access would be acquired on the 
McCarty Trail in lower Escalante Canyon to provide 
additional access into the Dominquez Canyon WSA. 

Fire Management. A total of 97,543 acres of public 
land would be managed under the fire suppression category, 
with 8,657 acres identified for intensive suppression and 
88,886 acres identified for conditional suppression. A total 
of 89,267 acres would be managed under the fire-use 
category where fire would be utilized as a management 
tool. Planned or natural ignitions meeting pre-determined 
prescriptions would be allowed on these areas. 

MANAGEMENT UNIT 2 

67,320 Acres of Public Surface; 14 percent of the 
Planning Area 

Management Unit 2 consists of 67,320 acres of public 
land located primarily on the southern end of the 
Uncompahgre Plateau and in the lower elevations of the 
North Fork Valley. These areas have large wintering deer 
and elk populations. Approximately half of the management 
unit is considered crucial deer and elk winter range. A portion 
of the unit, in the Camel Back/Roubideau Creek area, is 
suitable habitat for desert bighorn sheep. 

The management unit would be managed to improve 
the areas’ capabilities to support wintering deer, elk, and 
bighorn sheep populations. Land treatment projects and other 
facilities designed to improve the quality and quantity of 
winter habitat would be developed. Wildlife would have 
first priority for all additional forage made available as a 
result of BLM habitat improvement projects. All other land 
uses would be permitted if they would not degrade the 
areas’ winter range capabilities. Disturbances would be 
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minimized from December 1 through April 30 on crucial 
deer and elk winter range (37,007 acres). Habitat in the 
Camel Back/Roubideau Creek area would be available for 
possible introduction of desert bighorn sheep. 

Coal. Federal coal estate would be open to leasing. Within 
crucial deer and elk winter range, seasonal stipulations on 
new road and facility construction may be necessary from 
December 1 through April 30 to reduce stress on wintering 
deer and elk. 

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would be open 
to leasing. Within crucial deer and elk winter range (37,007 
acres of federal surface and 8,850 acres of split-estate), 
seasonal stipulations on seismic and drilling activities would 
be in effect from December 1 through April 30 to reduce 
stress on wintering deer and elk. Variances to this seasonal 
stipulation may be granted on a case-by-case basis (see 
Appendix A). 

Mineral Materials. Federal mineral estate would be open 
to disposal of mineral materials. Within crucial deer and 
elk winter range, seasonal restrictions on disposal activities 
may be necessary from December 1 through April 30 to 
reduce stress on wintering deer and elk. 

Soils and Water Resources. Non-conflicting erosion 
control objectives, projects, and mitigation measures would 
be incorporated into new wildlife habitat management plans 
(HMPs). Land treatment and erosion control projects would 
be permitted if they would be compatible with wildlife 
habitat management objectives. 

Livestock Grazing. Livestock grazing would continue 
at current forage allocation levels and seasons of use unless 
studies determine adjustments are needed. Livestock would 
have first priority for all additional forage made available 
as a result of livestock operator-funded rangeland 
improvement projects. Non-conflicting livestock manage- 
ment objectives, projects, and mitigating measures would 
be incorporated into new wildlife HMPs. Facility 
development and land treatment projects would be permitted 
if they would be compatible with wildlife habitat 
management objectives. 

Forestry. The management unit would be available for 
woodland product harvests. On 37,007 acres of crucial deer 
and elk winter range, seasonal restrictions on harvests may 
be necessary from December 1 through April 30 to reduce 
stress on wintering deer and elk. Woodland harvests would 
be designed to increase forage production and would be 
compatible with wildlife habitat management objectives. 

Off-Road Vehicles. A total of 2,482 acres in the Camel 
Back/upper Roubideau Creek drainage area would be closed 
to ORV use. Vehicle use in the remainder of the management 
unit would be limited to designated roads and trails from 
December 1 through April 30. Variances to this seasonal 
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limitation may be granted if ORV use would not result 
in any negative impacts on wintering deer and elk. 

Visual Resources. The management unit would be 
managed under VRM Class III guidelines. 

Major Utilities. The management unit would be open 
to development of major utility facilities. Within crucial 
deer and elk winter range, construction activities may be 
restricted from December 1 through Apri! 30 if necessary 
to reduce stress on wintering deer and’elk. 

Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands. If they are available, 
non-federal lands that would be necessary for effective 
management of crucial deer and elk winter range may be 
acquired through exchange. 

Access. Public access would be acquired into the 
McDonald Mesa, Roatcap-Jay Creek, Spaulding Peak/Dry 
Creek, Oak Mesa, and Oak Ridge areas for hunting and 
other recreational uses, wildlife habitat management, and 
timber and woodlands management. 

Fire Management. A total of 53,502 acres of public 
surface would be managed under the fire suppression 
category, with 48,118 acres identified for intensive 
suppression and 5,384 acres identified for conditional 
suppression. A total of 13,8 18 acres would be managed 
under the tire-use category where fire would be utilized 
as a management tool. Planned or natural ignitions meeting 
pre-determined prescriptions would be allowed in these 
areas. 

MANAGEMENT UNIT 3 

.47,607 Acres of Public Surface; 10 percent of the 
Planning Area‘ 

Management Unit 3 consists of 47,607 acres of public 
land located primarily on the northeast-facing slopes of the 
Uncompahgre Plateau. The management unit contains some 
of the most productive pinyon-juniper woodland sites in 
the planning area which are used extensively for livestock 
grazing and are valuable deer and elk habitat. 

The management unit would be managed for sustained 
yield production of’ the woodland resource within the 
allowable cut restrictions determined by the TPCC inventory 
(23,206 acres). 

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would be open 
to leasing. A seasonal stipulation on seismic and drilling 
activities would be in effect on crucial deer and elk winter 
range (28,552 acres of federal surface and 25 acres of split- 
estate) from ,December 1 through April 30 if necessary to 
reduce stress on wintering deer and elk. Variances to this 
seasonal stipulation may be granted on a case-by-case basis 
(see Appendix A). 

Soils and Water Resources. Non-conflicting erosion 
control objectives, projects, and mitigating measures would 
be incorporated into new forest management plans (FMPs). 
Existing erosion control projects would be maintained and 
new projects would be developed if they would not decrease 
the woodland base. 

Wildlife Habitat. Non-conflicting wildlife habitat 
management objectives, projects, and mitigating measures 
would be incorporated into new FMPs. Existing wildlife 
habitat projects would be maintained and new projects would 
be developed if they would not decrease the woodland base. 

Civestbck Grazing. Non-conflicting livestock grazing 
management objectives, projects, and mitigating measures 
would be incorporated into new FMPs. Existing livestock 
projects would be maintained and new projects would be 
developed if they would not decrease the woodland base. 

Off-Road Vehicles. The management unit would be open 
to ORV use except in crucial deer and elk winter range 
(28,552 acres) where vehicle use would be limited to 
designated roads and trails from December 1 through April 
30 if necessary to reduce stress on wintering deer and elk. 
Use of ORVs for woodland management and harvest 
purposes would be authorized year-round. 

Access. Public access would be acquired into the Beaver 
Hill and Linscott Canyon areas for woodland harvest and 
recreation purposes. 

Fire Management. A total of 25,162 acres of public 
land would be managed under the fire suppression category, 
with 21,187 acres identified for intensive suppression and 
3,975 acres identified for conditional suppression. A total 
of 22,445 acres would be managed under the tire-use 
category where tire would be utilized as a management 
tool. Planned or natural ignitions meeting predetermined 
prescriptions would be allowed on these areas. 

MANAGEMENT UNIT 4 

40,792 Acres of PublicSurface; dpercent of the Phinning 
Area 

Management Unit 4 consists of the 40,792 acres of public 
lands surrounding the Gunnison Gorge. The management 
unit is characterized by a diversity of landscapes and high- 
value recreation opportunities. The need to protect both 
the quality and diversity of recreation opportunities and to 
facilitate recreation use would be recognized as important 
during the formulation of management decisions affecting 
the area. 

The management unit would be managed as the Gunnison 
Gorge Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA). 
Maps, interpretive materials, and facilities would be 
developed. Recreation use would be monitored and possibly 
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restricted as necessary to protect natural features and would be managed for scenic and relic-area values and would 
recreation opportunities. not be harvested. 

Lands in the Peach Valley area (15,610 acres) would 
be managed for ORV recreation opportunities. A minimum 
of restrictions would be placed on surface-disturbing activities 
and a high concentration of recreation users would be 
permitted within this area. 

Motorized access to the remainder of the management 
unit (25,182 acres) would be restricted to designated roads, 
the majority of which are primitive in character. This area 
would be managed to maintain a predominantly natural 
environment with low but evident human concentrations 
and impacts. 

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would be open 
to leasing. A seasonal stipulation on seismic and drilling 
activities would be in effect from December 1 through April 
30 on crucial deer and elk winter range (8,077 acres of 
federal surface and 280 acres of split-estate). Variances in 
this seasonal restriction may be granted on a case-by-case 
basis (see Appendix A). 

Locatable Minerals. Federal mineral estate would be 
open to entry and location. The BLM protective withdrawal 
(PLO 5261; September 15, 1972) would be revoked and 
the BOR withdrawal on Fruitland Mesa would be 
recommended for revocation. Revoking these mineral 
withdrawals would allow for mineral exploration and 
development, facilitate resource management, and permit 
long-term land use planning: 

Soils and Water Resources. The Elephant Skin Wash 
salinity control project would be maintained to reduce saline 
runoff. Elephant Skin Wash would be protected from 
surface-disturbing activities. 

Wildlife Habitat. Bighorn sheep habitat in the Smith.Fork 
Canyon (2,250 acres) would be monitored and protected. 
Activities and land uses that are consistent with maintaining 
the necessary forage and isolated habitat requirements of 
bighorn sheep would be permitted. 

Livestock Grazing. Livestock grazing would continue 
at current forage allocation levels and seasons of use unless 
studies indicate that adjustments are needed. The 140-acre 

’ Gunnison Forks. habitat management area would remain 
unallotted for livestock grazing. Livestock forage utilization 
would be limited to 35 percent in the Elephant Skin Wash 
area (2,370 acres) as necessary to protect soils by maintaining 
an optimum basal ground cover. 

Forestry. A 1,255-acre portion (in the Black Ridge area) 
of the 2,500 acres of harvestable woodlands within the 
management unit would be available for management and 
harvest. This area would be closed to harvest from December 
1 through April 30 to protect crucial deer and elk winter 
range. The remaining harvestable woodlands (1,245 acres) 

Off-Road Vehicles. A total of 15,6 10 acres in the Peach 
Valley area would be open to ORV use. To protect natural 
and scenic values, vehicle use in the Elephant Skin Wash, 
area and the remainder of the management unit would be 
limited to designated roads and trails yearlong. 

Visual Resources. The 15,610 acres open to ORV use 
would be managed under VRM Class IV guidelines. 

Major Utilities. A total of 2,462 acres in the Smiths 
Mountain and Gunnison Forks areas would be open to 
but not’ preferred for development of new major utility 
facilities. These lands could be utilized for major utility 
development if there are no feasible alternatives. The 
remainder of the management unit would be closed to new 
major utility development to protect natural and scenic 
values. 

Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands. Actions would be 
initiated to acquire 2,200 acres of non-federal lands, as 
identified in the Gunnison Gorge Recreation Area 
Management Plan (RAMP), that would be necessary to 
facilitate public access and enhance recreational values. 

Access. Public access would be acquired along the 
Gunnison Gorge rim southwest of the Gunnison Forks and 
from Colorado Highway 92 to the Gunnison River in the 
Austin area for recreation purposes. 

Fire Management. A total of 26,070 acres of public 
land would be managed under the tire suppression category 
and identified as conditional suppression areas. A total of 
14,722 acres would be managed under the fire-use category 
where tire would be utilized as a management tool. Planned 
or natural ignitions meeting pre-determined prescriptions 
would be allowed on these areas. 

MANAGEMENT UNIT 5 

24,177 Acres of Public Surface; Spercent of the Planning 
Area 

Management Unit 5, totalling 24,177 acres, consists of 
Mancos shale hills commonly known as the “adobes”. These 
highly erodible soils, combined with a lack of protective 
vegetation, can produce sediment loads in local watersheds 
that are high in salinity. High precipitation runoff rates from 
the adobes contribute to overall salinity levels in the Upper 
Colorado River Basin. Salinity yields are increased within 
localized areas due to increased erosion from surface- 
disturbing activities including ORV use and livestock grazing. 

The management unit would be managed to reduce 
salinity loads in the Upper Colorado River Basin. In-channel 
structures and land treatment projects designed to reduce 
runoff, erosion, and sedimentation would be developed, and 
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surface protection measures would be implemented. Forage 
utilization would be managed to achieve the basal ground 
cover objectives identified in Table 6. Surface-disturbing 
activities would be curtailed from March 1 through May 
31 when saturated’ soils ,are most vulnerable to damage. 
Activities and other land uses which are consistent with 
maintaining the soil and vegetative conditions necessary to 
reduce erosion and salt contributions to the river basin would 
be permitted. 

Table 6 

OBJECTIVES FOR PERCENT 
GROUND COVER WITHIN 

MANAGEMENT UNIT 5 

PERCENT BASAL 
RANGE SITE LOCATION GROUND COVER 

Stony saltdesert North of Del& 10 
Clayey saltdesert South of Hotchkiss 10 
Salt flats South of Hotchkiss 7 
Clayey saltdesert Bone Mesa 10 

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would be open 
to leasing. A seasonal stipulation on seismic and drilling 
activities would be in effect from March 1 through May 
31 to protect erodible and saline soils on 24,1:77 acres of 
federal surface and 4,155 acres of split-estate. Variances to 
this seasonal stipulation may be granted on a case-by-case 
basis (see Appendix A). 

Mineral Materials. Federal mineral estate would be open 
to mineral material activities except from March 1 through 
May 3 1 if necessary to protect wet soils. 

Livestock Grazing. Livestock grazing would be allowed 
except from March 20 to range readiness to protect plant 
species during the spring growth period, and to prevent soil 
disturbance when saturated soils are most vulnerable to 
damage. If the basal ground cover is less than the objectives 
identified in Table 6 livestock forage utilization would be 
managed at 35 percent of key forage species to increase 
basal ground cover.’ 

Off-Road Vehicles. To protect highly saline soils, vehicle 
use in the entire management unit would be, limited to 
designated roads and trails yearlong.’ 

Major Utilities. The management unit would .be open 
to development of major utility facilities, but no surface- 
disturbing activities would be permitted ‘from March 1 
through May 31 if necessary to protect wet soils, 

Fire Management. A total of 22,992 acres of public 
land would be managed under the fire suppression category 
and identified as conditional suppression areas. A total of 
1,185 acres would be managed under the tire-use category 
where tire would be utilized as a management tool. Planned 
or natural ignitions meeting pre-determined prescriptions 
would be allowed on these areas. 

MANAGEMENT UNIT 6 

21,038 Acres of Public Surface; 4 percent of the Planning 
Area 

Management Unit 6 is the Gunnison Gorge WSA (CO- 
030-388). The WSA, totalling 21,038 acres, would be 
recommended as preliminarily suitable for wilderness 
designation. Until a final decision on wilderness designation 
or non-designation is made, the Gunnison Gorge WSA 
would be managed according to the Wilderness Interim 
Management Policy and the Gunnison Gorge RAMP. 

During the wilderness intensive inventory, the Gunnison 
Gorge was determined to meet the wilderness size 
requirement of at least 5,000 acres, to be natural, and to 
provide outstanding opportunities for solitude and primitive/ 
unconfined recreation. The scenic and wilderness canyon 
complex of the area has received considerable publicity and 
public interest. If designated as wilderness by Congress, 
activities and land uses that are consistent with preserving 
the natural condition and wilderness character of the area 
would be permitted. 

Air Quality. The management unit would be managed 
within federal air quality Class II guidelines unless the State 
of Colorado reclassifies the area, or other areas, as a result 
of procedures prescribed in the Clean Air Act as amended 
in 1977. Under other state authorities, the Gunnison Gorge 
WSA is currently managed as a Category I area where 
more restrictive sulfur dioxide requirements apply. 

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would be closed 
to future leasing. There are no pre-FLPMA leases in the 
WSA. Development of any post-FLPMA leases would be 
permitted only if activities would result in no impairment 
of wilderness characteristics. 

Locatable Minerals. The management unit would be 
closed to mineral entry and location except for pre-FLPMA 
claims determined to have valid discoveries. The majority 
of the area (74 percent) is presently withdrawn from mineral 
entry. 

Mineral Materials. The management unit would be 
closed to disposal of mineral materials. 

Soils and Water Resources. Where natural recovery 
is unlikely, deteriorated watershed conditions would be 
restored if life, property, or wilderness values are threatened, 
or if serious depreciation of important environmental 
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qualities outside the wilderness area is evident. Reveg&ion 
efforts would be limited to use of native or naturalized species. 
Whenever feasible, non-motorized access +nd project 
development methods would be required. Approval’of the 
BLM Director would be required for all watershed 
restoration projects. 

Threatened and Endangered Species. Threatened and 
endangered species research and habitat improvement wpuld 
be permitted if activities are consistent with protection of 
wilderness values. Habitat would be managed for federally- 
listed bald eagles and peregrine falcons and state-listed river 
otters. Recreation use would be restricted if necessary for 
the protection of threatened and endangered species. 

Wildlife Habitat. Wildlife habitat would be managed 
to allow for natural distribution, numbers, and interaction 
of indigenous wildlife aud fish species. Developed facilities, 
if necessary for the continued existence or welfare of a wildlife 
species, would be permissible if wilderness characteristics 
would not be impaired. Bighorn sheep habitat and deer 
and elk winter range would be managed in cooperation 
with the Colorado DOW. Supplemental releases of bighorn 
sheep would be permitted as identified in the 1986 
reintroduction plan or its future amendments. 

Livestock Grazing. Livestock grazing and facility 
maintenance would be managed at levels and conditions 
established prior to wilderness designation. New rangeland 
improvements would be permissible if determined to be 
necessary for rangeland and/or wilderness protection. 

Forestry. Woodland harvest and/or management would 
be permitted only’ for control of insects and disease if 
determined necessary to protect resources outside the 
management unit. There is a total of 337 acres of productive 
woodlands within the WSA that would be unavailable for 
management and harvest. 

Recreation. Recreation use would be regulated as 
necessary to protect wilderness values. Highest priority would 
be given to low-impact recreation activities that could not 
be accommodated outside the wilderness environment. 
Opportunities for non-motorized recreation in a predom- 
inantly natural environment would be maintained. Facilities, 
improvements, and signs would be limited to those necessary 
to protect wilderness resources along with public health and 
safety. Permits would be required for all commercial 
recreation uses and, if necessary to protect wilderness values, 
for all non-commercial recreationists. Hunting, fishing, and 
recreational trapping would be permitted. 

The river corridor would be managed to maintain very 
low human group concentrations and little overall evidence 
of human use. River-boating use would be limited to six 
to ten group encounters per day with no more than one 
commercially-outfitted trip allowed per day. Allocations 
between private and commercial river-boating use would 
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be made if necessary to protect wilderness values or to 
emphasize opportunities for specific recreational experiences 
such as self-reliance as opposed to guided and outfitted 
experiences. 

Off-Road Vehicles. Vehicle use in general would be 
eliminated from the management unit. Vehicle use would 
be permitted in certain circumstances involving valid existing 
rights, livestock grazing, fire suppression, life-threatening 
emergencies, and wilderness area administration. The rugged 
canyon area has few vehicular access routes. 

Cultural and Paleontological Resources. In most 
instances, cultural and paleontological resources would be 
subject to the forces of nature in the same manner as other 
wilderness resources. Study or management would not entail 
excavation, stabilization, or interpretation. Exceptions may 
be granted by the BLM State Director for unusually 
significant cultural or paleontological resources. 

%‘isual Resources. The management unit would be 
managed under VRM Class I guidelines. 

Major Utilities. The management unit would be closed 
to development of utility facilities. The area is not within 
the lands identified as needed for future major utility 
development in the 1980 and 1985 Western Regional Utility 
Corridor Study(s). 

Hydroelectric Development. Several hydroelectric 
projects have been proposed for development on the 
Gunnison River which would be within or affect the WSA. 
Temporary protective withdrawals have disallowed major 
on-the-ground evaluations by the proponents. The President 
has compatibility decision authoriiy between the wilderness 
and the prospecting for hydroelectric sites, and BLM 
recommends that he recommend to Congress the unsuit- 
,ability of actual dams or construction of dams in the 
wilderness designation. 

BLM recommends the revocation of BOR withdrawals. 
However, if BOR determines that the withdrawal is still 
needed for Reclamation purposes, the withdrawal will be 
continued. 

Access. Public access to the WSA boundary in the Red 
Canyon area would be identified for acquisition. 

Agricultural Development. No agricultural or Telated 
development would be permitted within the management 
unit. The BLM would recommend revocation of the portion 
of the BOR Fruitland Mesa withdrawal that ‘is within the 
WSA. 

Fire Management. A total of 21,038 acres would be 
managed under the fire-use category where fire would be 
utilized as a management tool. Only natural ignitions meeting 
pre-determined prescriptions would be allowed in this area. 
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MANAGEMENT UNIT 7 

17,232 Acres of Public Swface; lpercent of the Planning 
Area 

Management Unit 7 consists of 54,474 acres of federal 
coal estate within the planning area and 1,756 acres of federal 
coal estate outside of the planning area. A 17,232-acre 
portion of this federal coal estate underlies federal surface 
estate. 

The management unit would be managed for both existing 
and potential coal development. Development of .existing 
coal leases would continue, and unleased federal coal would 
be identified as acceptable for further coal leasing 
consideration with a minimum of multiple-use restrictions. 
Activities and land uses that are consistent with maintaining 
existing coal operations and the potential for coal 
development would be permitted. 

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would be open 
to leasing. A seasonal stipulation on seismic and drilling 
activities would be in effect from December 1 through April 
30 on 1,730 acres (federal surface) of crucial deer and elk 
winter range, and on 1,637 acres of federal surface and 
630 acres of split-estate lands used as hunting habitat by 
bald eagles. Variances in these seasonal stipulations may 
be granted on a case-by-case basis (see Appendix A). 

Riparian/Aquatic Systems. Riparian/aquatic zones up 
to one-quarter mile wide would be protected. Activities that 
disturb these areas could be approved on a site-specific basis 
after consultation with affected entities and development 
of mitigating measures. 

Wildlife Habitat. Wildlife would have priority for forage 
allocations.on crucial deer and elk winter range (1,730 acres). 

Forestiy. All commercial forest lands and pinyon-juniper 
woodlands that are suitable for harvest would be managed 
for sustained yield production within allowable cut 
restrictions determined by the TPCC inventory. 

Off-Road Vehicles. Vehicle use in the riparian zones 
associated with Bear and Roatcap creeks would be limited 
to designated roads and trails yearlong. Vehicle use in crucial 
deer and elk winter range (1,730 acres) would be limited 
to designated roads and trails from December 1 through 
April 30. This seasonal ORV designation would be subject 
to change on a site-specific basis if mild winter conditions 
eliminate the need for protection of a crucial winter range. 

Major Utilities. Corridors one-quarter mile wide and 
located on each side of Colorado Highway 133 would be 
open to development of major utility facilities. The remainder 
of the area would be closed to major utility facilities except 
for those needed for coal development. Within the 
management unit, 83 percent of the public lands that are 
identified as needed for future major utility development 
would be closed to this type of development. This 

management would greatly reduce the long-term conflicts 
between new utility facilities and the potential surface effects 
of coal mine subsidence. 

Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands. If they are available, 
non-federal lands that would be necessary for effective 
management of riparian zones along with crucial deer and 
elk, winter range would be acquired through exchange only. 

Fire Management. A total of 14,910 acres of public 
land would be managed under the fire suppression category 
and identified as intensive suppression areas. A total of 2,322 
acres would be managed under the fire-use category where 
fire would be utilized as a management tool. Planned or 
natural ignitions meeting pre-determined prescriptions would 
be allowed on this area. 

MANAGEMENT UNIT 8 

8,942 Acres of Public Surface; 2 percent of the Planning 
Area 

Management Unit 8 is 8,942 acres of public land northeast 
of Delta that consists of Mancos shale (adobe badlands) 
hills with little vegetative cover. The area is suitable and 
utilized for ORV recreation. ORV activities typically involve 
local residents and occur during the spring, fall, and winter. 

The management unit would be managed as open to 
ORV use. Recreational and competitive ORV use and a 
high concentration of recreation users would be permitted 
within the management unit. Facilities such as informational 
signs and motorcycle loading ramps could be developed 
if constructed and maintained to BLM standards by local 
ORV organizations. A minimum of restrictions would be 
placed on surface-disturbing activities that do not impede 
or endanger ORV recreationists. 

Prior to management of the area for ORV use, an 
inventory will be conducted to identify threatened and 
endangered plant populations. The management unit’s 
proposed boundary will be adjusted to exclude threatened 
and endangered plants. If plants or plant communities cannot 
be excluded from the management unit, protective fencing 
or other measures will be implemented to protect the plants. 
The USFWS will be consulted. 

Livestock Grazing. Grazing use would continue in the 
management unit but construction of facilities, such as 
livestock control fences, that create safety hazards or impede 
free vehicle use would not be permitted. 

Visual Resources. The management unit would be 
managed under VRM Class IV guidelines. 

Major Utilities. The management unit would be open 
to development of major utility facilities. 
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Fire Management. A total of 8,942 acres of public land 
would be managed under the fire suppression category and 
identified as conditional suppression areas. 

MANAGEMENT UNIT 9 

6,320 Acres of Public Surface; I percent of the Planning 
Area 

The public land riparian zones that comprise Management 
Unit 9 occur throughout the planning area and are generally 
associated with perennial or intermittent streams. These areas 
(6,320 acres) have a very high productive capability and 
are very important in maintaining the water quality of the 
adjacent streams. 

The management unit would be managed to restore and 
enhance riparian vegetation along 40 miles of streams. 
Objectives and projects designed to accelerate improvement 
of species diversity, streambank cover and stability, and 
instream structure, and to raise the water table would be 
incorporated into existing activity plans or developed in new 
riparian/aquatic system management plans. All areas would 
be intensively monitored for vegetation, aquatic habitat, and 
erosion conditions. 

Coal. Coal development would be considered on a site- 
specific basis after consultation with affected entities and 
formulation of mitigating measures. 

Mineral Materials. Federal mineral estate would be 
closed to disposal of mineral materials except for sales which 
would result in negligible or no impacts to the riparian 
and aquatic systems. 

Soils and Water Resources. Non-conflicting erosion 
control and water quality improvement objectives and 
projects would be incorporated into new riparian/aquatic 
system management plans. 

Wildlife Habitat. Non-conflicting wildlife habitat 
management objectives, projects, and mitigating measures 
would be incorporated into new riparian/aquatic system 
management plans. 

Livestock Grazing. Livestock grazing use would be 
permitted in riparian zones except from March 1 through 
range readiness, during which time it would be eliminated 
to accelerate improvement of riparian vegetation. To 
improve the condition of riparian zones, management 
practices and principles would be established in activity plans. 
Utilization of 35 percent by weight of key forage species 
will be used as a general guidance for improvement; this 
may vary depending on the individual riparian system. 
Trailing use would be limited as much as possible and 
confined to established roads, and trailing livestock would 
not be permitted to bed in riparian zones unless absolutely 
necessary. 
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Forestry. Woodland product harvests would not be 
permitted in the management unit. 

Off-Road Vehicles. A total of 680 acres in Roubideau 
and Potter creeks would be closed to ORV use. Vehicle 
use in the remainder of the management unit would be 
limited to designated roads and trails yearlong. 

Major Utilities. The management unit would be open 
to development of major utility facilities. Surface-disturbing 
activities which would have long-term adverse effects on 
riparianiaquatic systems wou!d be prohibited. 

Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands. If they are available, 
non-federal lands that would be necessary for effective 
management of riparian/aquatic systems would be acquired 
through exchange only. 

Access. Public access would be acquired into the Terror 
Creek area for project development and recreation purposes. 
The Potter Creek road (five miles) and the Dry Fork of 
E&ante Creek road (two miles) would be closed and 
rehabilitated and removed from the transportation plan. 

Fire Management. A total of 3,082 acres of public land 
would be managed under the fire suppression category, with 
1,607 acres identified for intensive suppression and 1,475 
acres identified for conditional suppression. A total of 3,238 
acres would be managed under the tire-use category where 
tire would be utilized as a management tool. Planned or 
natural ignitions meeting pre-determined prescriptions would 
be allowed on these areas. 

MANAGEMENT UNIT IO 

3,292 Acres of Public Surface; less than 1 percent of 
the Planning Area 

Management Unit 10 consists of two tracts in the High 
Park/Storm King Peak area 20 miles southeast of Montrose. 
The management unit (3,292 acres of public land) ranges 
from 8,500 feet to over 10,000 feet in elevation, and is 
used extensively as an elk calving area in the spring. The 
largest commercial timber stands in the planning area exist 
in this unit. 

The management unit would be managed to enhance 
its use as an elk calving area. Any disturbance during the 
calving season (May 1 through June 15) would be limited 
as much as possible. Habitat in elk calving areas would 
be improved, and wildlife would have first priority for 
allocation of new forage. 

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate (3,292 acres 
of federal surface and 1,423 acres of split-estate lands) would 
be open to leasing with a seasonal stipulation on seismic 
and drilling activities in effect from May 1 through June 
15 to prevent disturbance of calving elk. Variances to this 
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seasonal stipulation may be granted on a case-by-case basis 
(see Appendix A). 

Soils and Water Resources. Stipulations designd is used 
extensively as an elk calving area in the spring. The largest 
commercial timber stands in the planning area exist in this 
unit. 

Forestry. Skid trails and other roads would be closed 
and rehabilitated, main haul roads would remain available 
for public use. 

Off-Road Vehicles. The management unitwould be open 
to ORV use except’ during the elk calving season when 
all roads would be closed. Access for maintenance of the 
existing communications site would be permitted at all times. 

Major Uiilities. Public lands would be open to 
development of major utility facilities but no surface- 
disturbing activities would be permitted during the elk 
calving season. 

Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands. If they are available, 
non-federal lands that would expand elk calving areas and 
improve extensive recreational opportunities would be 
acquired through exchange only. 

Access. Public access would be acquired into the Storm 
King and High Park areas for timber harvest and extensive 
recreation purposes. 

Fiie Management. A total of 3,292 acres of public land 
would be managed under the fire suppression category and 
identified as intensive suppression areas. 

MANAGEMENT UNIT 11 

1,990 Acres of Public Surface; less than I percent of 
the Planning Area 

Management Unit 11 is comprised of 1,990 acres of public 
land adjacent to the Gunnison River west of Delta. It adjoins 
the Escalante State Wildlife Area. which is administered 
by the Colorado DOW. The management unit presently 
receives considerable use by waterfowl as nesting and resting 
habitat. Additional management and minor developments 
could enhance its potential for increased use as waterfowl 
habitat. 

The management unit would be managed as waterfowl 
habitat. Adequate cover, wetlands, and nesting structures 
would be provided. Disturbance would be minimized during 
the breeding and nesting season (March. 15 through June 
30). Activities and land uses that are consistent with 
maintaining waterfowl habitat characteristics would be 
permitted. The BLM would coordinate management of the 
area with the DOW. 

Oil and Gas. Federal :oil and gas, estate (1,990 acres 
of federal surface and 150 acres of split-estate lands) would 

be open to leasing with seasonal stipulations on seismic 
and drilling activities in effect from March 15 through June 
30 to protect waterfowl habitat, and from December 1 
through April 30 on habitat used for hunting by bald eagles. 
Variances to the ‘seasonal stipulations may be granted on 
a case-by&se basis (see Appendix A). 

Locatable Minerals. The BOR withdrawal and the BLM 
powersite classifications in th,is management unit would be 
recommended for revocation and opening to permit mineral 
exploration and development, facilitate resource manage- 
ment, and permit long-term land use planning. Federal 
mineral estate would be opened to entry and location. 

Mineral Materials. Federal mineral estate would be open 
to disposal of mineral materials except during the waterfowl 
nesting season. 

Acqu!sitiQn of Non-FederaJ Lands. If they are available, 
non-federal lands that would be necessary to increase 
waterfowl habitat and facilitate development and manage- 
ment of the area would be acquired through exchange only. 

Fire Management. The entire management unit (1,990 
acres) would be managed under the tire suppression category 
and identified as a conditional suppression area. 

MANAGEMENT UNIT 12 

1,895 Acres of Public Surface; less than I percent of 
the Planning Area 

Management Unit 12 is 1,895 acres of public land in 
Escalante Canyon approximately six miles southwest of the 
Gunnison River. Several listed plant species and two unique 
plant associations occur in the management unit. The area 
also receives significant recreational use due to its scenic 
qualities and the presence of eroded potholes in Escalante 
Creek. 

The management unit would be designated as the 
Escalante Canyon Area of Critical Environmental Concern 
(ACEC). This designation would enhance management and 
protection of the listed plant species and unique plant 
associations, and would improve the public’s awareness of 
the recreational hazards of the Escalante Potholes. Plant 
monitoring studies would be developed and activities 
designed to improve these plants’ habitat conditions would 
be initiated. Surface-disturbing activities would be restricted. 
Informational signs identifying potential recreational hazards 
would be provided. Camping would be limited to designated 
areas. 

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would remain 
open to leasing with a no surface occupancy stipulation. 

Locatable Minerals. The management unit would be 
withdrawn from entry and location for locatable minerals. 
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Mineral Materials. The management unit would be 
closed to disposal of mineral materials to protect the potential 
habitats of listed species and unique plant associations. 

Livestock Grazing. Livestock. grazing would continue 
at current levels unless studies determine threatened and 
endangered plant species and unique plant associations’or 
their potential habitats are being degraded. 

Forestry. To prevent accidental destruction of listed 
species and unique plant associations, woodland harvests 
would not be permitted. 

Off-Road Vehicles. To prevent accidental destruction 
of listed species and unique plant associations, vehicie use 
within the. management unit would be ,limited to designated 
roads and trails yearlong. 

Visual Resources. The management unit would be 
managed under VRM Class .I1 guidelines to maintain its 
scenic qualities. 

Major Utilities. The management unit would be closed 
to development of major utilities to prevent accidental 
destruction of listed species and unique plant associations, 
and to maintain its scenic qualities. 

Fire Management. All 1,895 acres of public surface in 
the management unit would be managed under the fire- 
use category where fire would be utilized as a management 
tool. Planned or natural ignitions meeting pre-determined 
prescriptions would be allowed. 

MANAGEMENT UNIT 13 

377 Acres of Public Surface; less: than 1 percent of the 
Planning Area 

Management Unit 13 consists of two tracts totalling.377 
acres of public land eight miles east of Montrose. The smaller 
tract is north of Highway 50 and the larger tract is south 
of the highway. The tracts contain the largest population 
.of the endangered clay-loving wild buckwheat in the 
planning area and also have significant populations of 
Montrose penstemon, a candidate species. 

I .The management unit would be designated as the Fairview 
Research Natural Area, an area of critical environmental 
concern (RNA/ACEC). Plant monitoring studies would be 
developed in cooperation with the Colorado Natural Areas 
Program and actions designed to improve habitat conditions 
would be initiated. Surface-disturbing activities would be 
restricted to protect the threatened and endangered species 
and their potential habitat. 

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would remain 
open to leasing with a no surface occupancy stipulation. 

Locatable Minerals. The management unit would be 
withdrawn from entry and location for locatable minerals. 

PROPOSED PLAN 

Mineral Materials. The management unit would be 
closed to disposal of mineral materials to prevent accidental 
destruction of threatened or endangered plant species or 
their potential habitat. 

Livestock Grazing. Livestock grazing would continue 
at current levels unless studies determine threatened and 
endangered plant species or their potential habitats are being 
degraded. 

Off-Road Vehicles. To prevent accidental destruction 
of threatened or endangered plant species or their potential 
habitat, the management unit would be closed to ORV use. 

Major Utilities. The management unit would be open 
to development of major utility facilities, except pipelines, 
so long as there would be no disturbance of threatened 
or endangered plant species or their potential habitat. 

Fire. Management. The management unit (377 acres) 
would be managed under the fire suppression category and 
identified for conditional suppression. 

MANAGEMENT UNIT 14 

80 Acres of Public Surface; less than 1 percent of the 
Planning Area 

Management Unit 14 is an go-acre site consisting mainly 
of a volcanic structure with high-value scientific, interpretive, 
and scenic characteristics. A shelter facility and interpretive 
nature trail have been developed in the area. Needle Rock 
is part of the Colorado Natural Areas Program and is one 
of the significant public land geologic features in Colorado 
as identified by the BLM’s Geologic Advisory Group. 

The management unit would be designated as the Needle 
Rock Outstanding Natural Area, an area of critical 
environmental concern (ONA/ACEC). This designation 
would preclude all surface-disturbing activities that are not 
consistent with management of the area for natural, scenic, 
and educational values. The area would be managed to 
protect these values and for recreation opportunities 
(sightseeing, picnicking, and geologic study). in a roaded 
but natural environment. A management plan would be 
developed following designation. 

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would remain 
open to leasing with a no surface occupancy stipulation. 

Locatable Minerals. The management unit would remain 
withdrawn from entry and location for locatable minerals. 

Mineral Materials. The management unit would be 
closed to disposal of mineral materials. 

Livestock Grazing. The management unit would remain 
unallotted for livestock grazing use. 

Off-Road Vehicles. Vehicle use within the management 
unit would be limited to designated roads and trails yearlong. 
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Visual Resources. The management unit would be 
managed under VRM Class I guidelines. 

Major Utilities. The management unit would be closed 
to development of major utility facilities. 

Fiie Management. The entire management unit would 
be managed under the tire suppression category and identified 
as an intensive suppression area. 

MANAGEMENT UNIT 15 

6,783 Acres of Public Surface; 1 percent of the Planning 
Area 

Management Unit 15 consists of 6,783 acres of public 
land approximately three miles northwest of Delta, 
Colorado. This area, commonly known as “the adobes”, 
consists of Mancos shale hills and flats which, through wind 
and water erosion, have formed unique scenic, formations. 
The unit’s soils are highly erodible and saline. Spring and 
summer storms frequently result in high sediment loads and 
very saline runoff. 

The management unit also contains populations of the 
threatened Uinta Basin hookless cactus and is potential 
habitat for the endangered clay-loving wild buckwheat and 
the candidate Montrose penstemon. 

The management unit would be designated as the Adobe 
Badlands Outstanding Natural Area, an area of critical 
environmental concern (ONA/ACEC). The area would be 
managed to protect its unique scenic qualities and threatened 
and endangered species’ habitats, and to reduce active 
erosion. 

The management unit would be protected from surface- 
disturbing activities which would degrade ,the area’s scenic 
qualities and accelerate erosion. A complete inventory for 
threatened and endangered species would be conducted. 
Forage utilization would be managed to achieve a basal 
ground cover of 10 percent. 

Coal. Federal coal estate would be closed to leasing. 

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would remain 
open to leasing with a no surface occupancy stipulation. 

Mineral Materials. The management unit would be 
closed to the disposal of mineral materials. 

Soils and Water Resources. Erosion and salinity control 
measures would not utilize structures or land treatments 
which would alter scenic values. 

Threatened and Endangered Species. A complete 
inventory for threatened and endangered species would be 
conducted. Research and monitoring studies would be 
established. 

Wildlife Habitat. Wildlife forage allocations would 
remain at current levels. No additional forage allocations 
would be made. To protect scenic values, no new habitat 
improvement projects or maintenance of existing projects 
would be permitted. 

Livestock Grazing. Livestock grazing would continue 
at current levels unless studies determine threatened and 
endangered plant species or their potential habitat are being 
degraded. If basal groundcover is less than 10 percent, 
livestock forage utilization would be managed at 35 percent 
utilization of key forage species. No additional forage 
allocations would be made. To protect scenic values, no 
new livestock improvement projects or maintenance of 
existing projects would be permitted. 

Recreation. The unit would be managed for primitive 
non-motorized recreational use. 

Off-Road Vehicles. The unit would be closed to ORV 
use to protect the scenic qualities and to prevent accidental 
destruction of threatened and endangered plant species and 
their potential habitat. 

Visual Resources. To maintain its scenic qualities, the 
unit would be managed under VRM Class I guidelines. 

Major Utilities. The unit would be closed to the 
development of major utility facilities to prevent accidental 
destruction of threatened and endangered species and to 
maintain its scenic qualities. 

Fire Management. The unit would be managed under 
the fire suppression category and identified for conditional 
suppression. 

MANAGEMENT UNIT 16 . 

48,422 Acres of Public Surface; 10 percent of the 
Planning Area 

In general, the public lands in Management Unit 16 
(48,422 acres) would be managed according to the policy 
assumptions and standard resource program management 
guidance developed, for this Proposed Plan. No single 
resource or resource use would have management priority. 
No activity plans would be written and no major BLM- 
funded projects or facilities would be developed within this 
area. Habitat, vegetation, and other resource studies would 
be minimal. Specific resource management in this area would 
be prescribed as follows. 

Oil and Gas. Federal oil and gas estate would be open 
to leasing. A seasonal stipulation on seismic and drilling 
activities would be in effect from December 1 through April 
30‘ on 1,042 acres of federal surface along the Gunnison 
and North Fork of the Gunnison rivers that are used by 
bald eagles as hunting habitat. Variances to the seasonal 
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stipulation may be granted on a case-by-case basis (see 
Appendix A). 

Locatable Minerals. The BOR withdrawals on Fruit&&i 
Mesa and along the Gunnison River downstream of Delta 
would be recommended for revocation to allow for mineral 
exploration and development, facilitate resource manage- 
ment, permit long-term land use planning, and allow for 
disposal of 806 acres of public land on Fruitland Mesa. 
Withdrawals on all other lands identified for disposal would 
be recommended for revocation. Portions of withdrawals 
in the management unit would be affected,‘including those 
associated with 108 acres of the Paonia Project, 37 acres 
of the Gunnison/Arkansas Project, 72 acres of the 
Uncompahgre Valley Project, and 25 acres along the East 
Canal. Federal mineral estate would be open to entry and 
location after a withdrawal is revoked. 

Forestry. The reserved federal timber (123 acres) on 160 
acres of land deeded to the Girl Scouts of America would 
be removed from the timber base and not considered for 
harvest. The management,and harvest of this timber would 
be inconsistent with use of the land as a Girl Scout camp. 

Off-Road Vehicles. Public lands within the management 
unit would be open to ORV use. 

Fire Management. A total of 48,422 acres of public 
land would be managed under the fire suppression category, 
with 12,401 acres identified for intensive suppression and 
36,021 acres identified for conditional suppression. 
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COMPARISON OF THE PROPOSED PLAN 

AND THE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 

Table 7 is a composite summary of the data presented in resource use the major land use allocations that would be 
the prescriptions for the Continuation of Current made under each management alternative and under the 
Management Alternative, the Production Alternative, the proposed plan. The purpose of this comparison is to identify 
Conservation Alternative (all of which are described in major differences between the alternatives and the proposed 
Chapter Three of the Draft RMP/EIS), and the Proposed plan, and to provide a clearer basis for management 
Management Plan. The table summarizes by resource or recommendations. 
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Table 7 

COMPARISON OF THE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES AND THE PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

RESOURCE/ 
RESOURCE 
USE GENERAL GUIDANCE 

MANAGEMENT UNDER THE ALTERNATIVES AND THE PROPOSED PLAN 

Continuation of Current 
Management Alternative Production Alternative Conservation Alternative Proposed Plan 

COAL Allow coal develop 
meni on all areas not 
excluded from leasing. 
Consider coal leasing 
on a demand basis, ap- 
ply unsuitability cri- 
teria and resource 
screening. 

Continue with 26 existing Continue with 26 existing 
coal leases on 26,663 coal leases on 26,663 
acres and identify 20,737 acres and identify 83,334 
acres of federal coal es- acres of federal coal es- 
tate in the Paonia/Somer- tate in the Paonia/Somer- 
set and Cimarron Ridge set, Cimarron Ridge, and 
coal areas as acceptable Bookcliffs coal areas as 
for further leasing for acceptable for further 
maintenance and emergency coal leasing with limited 
purposes. stipulations. 

Continue with 26 existing 
coal leases on 26,663 
acres and identify 82,827 
acres of federal coal es- 
tate in the Paonia/Somer- 
set, Cimarron Ridge, and 
Bookcliffs coal areas as 
acceptable for further 
coal leasing. A no sur- 
face disturbance restric- 
tion would apply on 6,288 
acres of public land and 
restrictions on surface 
disturbance and on sub- 
sidence activities would 
apply on another 1,525 
acres. 

Continue with 26 existing 
coal leases on 26,663 
acres and identify 83,334 
acres of federal coal es- 
tate in the Paonia/Somer- 
set, Cimarron Ridge, and 
Bookcliffs coal areas as 
acceptable for further 
coal leasing with limited 
stipulations. 

OIL, GAS, 
AND 
GEOTHERMAL 
RESOURCES 

Allow development of 
oil, gas, and geother- 
mal resources on all 
areas not excluded 
from leasing. 

Allow leasing of oil, gas, 
and geothermal resources 
on 445,364 acres with 
standard lease terms; on 
3 1,200 acres on a case-by- 
case basis; on 220 acres 
with a no surface occupan- 
cy stipulation; and on 
229,950 acres with season- 
al stipulations. 

Allow leasing of oil, gas, 
and geothermal resources 
on 706,654 acres with 
standard lease terms. 
The Needle Rock ONA/ACEC 
(80 acres) would be 
managed with a no surface 
occupancy stipulation. 

Allow leasing of oil, gas, 
and geothermal resources 
on 367,488 acres with 
standard lease terms; on 
29,9 I5 acres with a no 
surface occupancy stip- 
ulation; and on 267,466 
acres with seasonal stip 
ulations. Three areas 
recommended as wilderness 
(4 1,865 acres) would be 
closed to leasing. 

Allow leasing of oil, gas, 
and geothermal resources 
on 484,349 acres with 
standard lease terms; on 
9,135 acres with a no 
surface occupancy stipu- 
lation; and on 192,2 12 
acres with seasonal 
stipulations. The 
Gunnison Gorge WSA (2 1,038 
acres), recommended as 
wilderness, would be 
closed to leasing. 



Table 7 (continued) 

RESOURCE/ 
RESOURCE 
USE GENERAL GUIDANCE 

MANAGEMENT UNDER THE ALTERNATIVES AND THE PROPOSED PL.AN 

Continuation of Current 
Management Alternative Production Alternative Conservation Alternative Proposed Plan 

LOCATABLE 
MINERALS 

Allow development of 
locatable minerals on 
all areas not closed 
to mineral entry and 
location. 

; MINERAL 
- MATERIALS 

Allow disposal of min- 
era1 materials on all 
areas not excluded or 
withdrawn. 

Allow mineral entry and 
location on 615,892 acres. 
Current withdrawals totai- 
ling 59,250 acres are 
closed to entry and loca- 
tion. 

Allow disposal of mineral 
materials on all public 
lands with federal miner- 
al estate (480,805 acres). 
Disposal of mineral mater- 
ials on 59,250 of these 
acres currently under with- 
drawal would require 
the approval of the with- 
drawing agency. Disposal 
of mineral materials would 
not be permitted on 220 
acres. 

Recommend revocation of 
all withdrawals on pub- 
lic lands (59,250 acres) 
and allow entry and loca- 
tion on the entire fed- 
eral mineral ‘estate 
(675,142 acres). 

Recommend retention of 
all existing withdrawals 
(59,250 acre); withdraw 
an additional 39,602 
acres from entry; allow 
entry and location on the 
remaining federal mineral 
estate (576,290 acres). 

Recommend retention of 
all existing withdrawals 
on 9,440 acres; close the 
Gunnison Gorge WSA, the 
Escalante Canyon ACEC and 
the Fairview RNA/ACEC to 
mineral entry and location 
(23,310 acres); allow 
entry and location on the 
remaining federal mineral 
estate (642,392 acres). 

Allow disposal of mineral 
materials on 480,945 acres 
with federal mineral es- 
tate. The Needle Rock 
ONA/ACEC (80 acres) 
would be closed to dis- 
posal of mineral mater- 
ials. 

Allow disnosal of mineral Allow disposal of mineral 
materials on 396,264 acres materials on 444,532 acres 
with federal mineral es- with federal mineral es- 
tate. Disposal on 196,700 tate. Disposal on 63, I74 
of these acres would be of these acres would be 
subject to seasonal re- subject to seasonal 
strictions. Disposal on restrictions. Disposal 
98,852 of these acres on 9,360 of these acres 
would require the approval would require the approval 
of the withdrawing agency. of the withdrawing agency. 
Disposal would not be per- Disposal would not be per- 
mitted on 84,761 acres. mitted on 36.493 acres. 

SOILS AND 
WATER 
RESOURCES 

Establish water qual- 
ity studies through- 
out the planning area. 

Continue intensive manage- 
ment and development of 
the Elephant Skin Wash 
watershed (2,370 acres) to 
control salinity. 

No public lands would be 
intensively managed for 
salinity and/or erosion 
control. 

Public lands totalling 
21,615 acres would be in- 
tensively managed to con- 
trol erosion and 26,580 
acres would be intensive- 
ly managed to control sa- 
linity. Projects and 
special protective mea- 
sures would be developed. 

Public lands tot-lling 
26,547 acres, including 
the Elephant Skin Wash 
project, would be inten- 
sively managed to reduce 
salinity loads in the up 
per Colorado River. Ap 
propriate projects and 
special protective mea- 
sures would be developed. 



Table 7 (continued) 

RESOURCE/ 
RESOURCE 
USE GENERAL GU~ANCE 

MANAGEMENT UNDER THE ALTERNATIVES AND THE PROPOSED PLAN 

Continuation of Current 
Management Alternative Production Alternative Conservation Alternative Proposed Plan 

Require mitigation to min- 
imize erosion and water 
quality deterioration in 
plans for surface disturb- 
ing activities. Mainte- 
nance of existing pro- 
jects would have priority 
over implementation of 
new projects. 

Projects would be devel- 
oped to control salinity 
on 7,810 acres if com- 
patible with livestock 
grazing use. Projects 
would be developed to re- 
duce runoff, erosion, 
and sediment on 27,430 
acres if compatible with 
livestock grazing use, 
crucial deer and elk win- 
ter range, and forest man- 
agement. 

Projects would be devel- 
oped to control salinity 
on 29,978 acres and ero- 
sion on 21,703 acres if 
compatible with recrea- 
tion, T&E species, and 
cultural resource manage- 
ment. 

Projects would be devel- 
oped to reduce runoff, 
erosion, and sediment on 
47,260 acres if compati- 
ble with livestock graz- 
ing use, forest manage- 
ment, deer and elk winter 
range, and riparian habi- 
tat management. 

- 
z RIPARIAN 

ZONES 
,Continue to inventory 
and monitor riparian 
areas. 

Improve the vegetation 
condition on 3,500 acres 
of riparian zones through 
decreased livestock util- 
ization and trampling. 
Maintain riparian zones 
in the remainder of the 
planning area in their 
present condition. 

Maintain riparian zones 
in the planning area in 
their present condition 
so long as it does not 
interfere with other re- 
source uses and needs. 

Improve the vegetation 
condition on 6,385 acres 
of riparian zones by im- 
plementing special pro- 
tective and restorative 
measures. Maintain ri- 
parian zones in the re- 
mainder of the planning 
area in their present 
condition. 

Improve the vegetation 
condition on 6,320 acres 
of riparian zones by im- 
plementing special pro- 
tective and restorative 
measures. Maintain or im- 
prove riparian zones in 
the remainder of the plan- 
ning area. 

THREATENED 
AND 
ENDANGERED 
SPECIES 

Continue to inventory 
and monitor T&E plant 
and animal habitats. 
Continue T&E clear- 
antes and Section 7 
consultations with 
the USFWS. 

Require measures to pro- 
tect T&E species, indivi- 
duals, and habitats in 
plans for all surface dis- 
turbing activities. 

Require minimal measures 
to protect T&E species, 
individuals, and habi- 
tats in plans for all 
surface disturbing activ- 
ities. 

Require additional mea- 
sums beyond minimal re- 
quirements to protect 
T&E species, individuals, 
and habitats in plans 
for all surface disturb- 
ing activities. 

Require measures to pro- 
tect T&E species, indivi- 
duals, and habitats in 
plans for all surface dis- 
turbing activities. 

Maintain suitable habitat 
for bald eagles and river 
otters in the Gunnison 
Gorge area. 

Maintain suitable habitat 
for bald eagles, peregrine 
falcons, and river otters 
in the Gunnison Gorge 
area. 



Table 7 (continued) 

RESOURCE/ 
RESOURCE 
USE GENERAL GUIDANCE 

MANAGEMENT UNDER THE ALTERNATIVES AND THE PROPOSED PLAN 

Continuation of Current 
Management Alternative Production Alternative Conservation Alternative Proposed Plan 

WlLDLlFE 
HABITAT 

Monitoring of both 
terrestrial and aqua- 
tic wildlife habitat 
would continue. 

In-channel structures 
and improvements to 
benefit aquatic wild- 
life habitat would be 
implemented. 

Designate one ACEC and 
one RNA/ACEC, totalling 
2,272 acres, for protec- 
tion of T&E plants and 
unique plant associations. 

Maintain big game forage 
allocations at present 
levels; future increases/ 
decreases would be divid- 
ed evenly between big 
game and livestock. 

Maintain big game forage Maintain big game forage 
allocations at present allocations at present 
levels; no future addi- levels; all future addi- 
tional forage would be tional forage would be 
allocated to big game. allocated to big game. 

Protect and mitigate wild- 
life habitat and improve 
browse condition on cru- 
cial deer and elk ranges. 

Non-conflicting wildlife 
habitat management objec- 
tives and projects would 
be incorporated into fu- 
ture livestock grazing 
and forest management 
plans. Existing wild- 
life projects would be 
maintained as long as 
the timber and woodland 
base on 27,522 acres 
would not be decreased. 

Intensively manage habi- 
tat and minimize distur- 
bance on all crucial 
deer and elk winter ran- ’ 
ges, elk calving areas 
(High Park), antelope 
ranges (Wells Gulch/ 
Cactus Park), sage grouse 
habitats (Fruitland and 
Simms mesa), in several 
proposed waterfowl areas, 
and aquatic wildlife hab- 
itat in seven drainages. 
No vegetation manipula- 
tion would be permitted 
on 2,738 acres of cultur- 
al resource sites. 

Designate one ACEC, 
one RNA/ACEC, and one 
ONA/ACEC, totalling 9,055 
acres for protection of 
T&E plants, unique plant 
associations, and identi- 
lication of recreational 
hazards. 

Maintain big game forage 
allocations at present 
levels. Big game would 
have priority for future 
additional forage on 
72,342 acres; future addi- 
ional forage on another 
193,612 acres would be di- 
vided evenly between big 
game and livestock. No 
additional forage would 
be allocated on the Adobe 
Badlands ONA/ACEC (6,783 
acres). 

Intensively manage habi- 
tat arid minimize distur- 
bance on 67,320 acres of 
important deer and elk 
winter range. Intensively 
manage and protect 3,292 
acres in the Storm King 
Peak area for elk calving 
habitat. 



Table 7 (continued) 

RESOURCE/ 
RESOURCE 
USE GENERAL GUIDANCE 

MANAGEMENT UNDER THE ALTERNATIVES AND THE PROPOSED PLAN 

Continuation of Current 
Management Alternative Production Alternative Conservation Alternative Proposed Plan 

Continue cooperative man- Continue cooperative man- 
agement effort with the agement effort with the 
DOW to benefit deer and DOW to benefit deer and 
elk in the Billy Creek elk in the Billy Creek. 
area. area. 

Manage habitat-in the Gun- 
nison Gorge for 150 big- 
horn sheep. 

Manage habitat in the Allocate forage, minimize Manage habitat and mini- 
Gunnison Gorge for 150 disturbance, and manage mize disturbance in the 
bighorn sheep. Allow re- habitat in the Gunnison Gunnison Gorge and Camel 
introduction of bighorn Gorge and Camel Back Back areas for bighorn 
sheep into the Camel areas for bighorn sheep. sheep. 
Back area so long as 
livestock forage needs 
are not impacted. 

Continue management of 
the Gunnison Forks HMP 
area for fisheries and 
wildlife habitat benefits. 

LIVESTOCK 
GRAZING 

Dcvclop AMPS for “I” 
category grazing al- 
lotments if no plan 
exists. Maintain ex- 
isting AMPS on “M” 
“c” allotments. Con- 
tinue monitoring on 
all allotments, with 
emphasis on “I” allot- 
ments. 

Allow intensive manage- 
ment on 353,068 acres of 
“I” allotments; maintain 
current conditions on 
65,497 acres of “M” allot- 
ments; manage 38,900 
acres as “c” allotments. 
Manage 25,612 acres as un- 
allotted, authorize no 
grazing use on currently 
unallottcd areas. 

Revise the.Gunnison 
Forks HMP to restrict 
ORV and other recreation 
use, and to accommodate 
livestock grazing and 
oil and gas activities. 

Allow intensive manage- 
ment on 353,068 acres of 
“I” allotments; maintain 
current conditions on 
65,497 acres of “M” allot- 
ments; manage 58,695 
acres as “c” allotments 
(includes suitable exist- 
ing unallotted areas). 
Manage 5,8 17 acres as un- 
allotted areas. 

Continue management of 
the Gunnison Forks HMP 
area for fisheries and 
wildlife habitat benefits. 

Intensively manage and im- 
prove 1,990 acres along 
the Gunnison River for 
,waterfowl habitat. 

Intensively manage 70 
miles of streams for re- 
storation and protection 
of aquatic habitats. 

Allow intensive manage- 
ment on 350,796 acres of 
“I” allotments; maintain 
current conditions on 
65,497 acres of “M” allot- 
ments; manage 38,433 
acres as “c” allotments. 
Manage 28,35 1 acres as 
unallotted; all unallot- 
ted areas would remain 
unallotted. 

Allow intensive manage- 
ment on 336,562 acres of 
“I” allotments; maintain 
current conditions on 
74,8 17 acres of “M” allot- 
ments; manage 39,033 
acres as “C” allotments. 
Suitable unallotted pub- 
lic lands (26,873 acres) 
could be considered for 
grazing use authoriza- 
tions except on areas 
where big game has prior- 
ity for forage alloca- 
tions. 



Table 7 (contintied) 

RESOURCE/ 
RESOURCE 
USE GENERAL GUIDANCE 

MANAGEMENT UNDER THE ALTERNATIVES AND THE PROPOSED PLAN 

Continuation of Current 
Management Alternative Production Alternative Conservation Alternative Proposed Plan 

Manage at present forage 
allocation levels; future 
forage increases would be 
divided evenly between 
livestock and big game. 

Manage at present forage 
allocation levels; future 
forage increases would be 
allocated to livestock. 

Manage for no additional 
forage allocations to 
livestock. 

Manage at present forage 
allocation levels. Fu- 
ture additional forage 
would be allocated to 
livestock on l86,8 IO 
acres, and divided evenly 
between livestock and big 
game on l93,6 I2 acres. No 
additional forage would be 
allocated on the Adobe 
Badlands ONA/ACEC (6,783 
acres). 

Implement projects and 
land treatments to meet 
AMP objectives with re- 
strictions protecting 
other resource needs. 

Implement projects and 
land treatments to meet 
AMP objectives with mini- 
mal restrictions. 

Land treatments and fac- 
ility developments would 
be restricted on 124,963 
acres. 

Land treatments and fac- 
ility developments would 
be restricted on I5 1,690 
acres. 

Livestock grazing use Livestock grazing use 
would be in accordance would be restricted on 
with the Uncompahgre adobe soils (9,201 acres) 
Basin RPS and its updates. during the spring. 

Livestock grazing use 
would be eliminated on 
3,059 acres and restrict- 
ed (season of use, utili- 
zation) on 75,626 acres. 

No livestock grazing use 
would be allowed on 5,792 
acres due to RMP deci- 
sions and unsuitability 
for grazing. Livestock 
grazing authorizations 
are unlikely on an addi- 
tional 6,967 acres be- 
cause of future wildlife 
forage needs. Livestock 
grazing would be restrict- 
ed (season of use, utili- 
zation) on 39,590 acres. 

FORESTRY Manage both commercial 
forest and suitable 
woodlands for sus- 
tained yield produc- 
tion with harvest re- 
strictions determined 

Commercial forest on 
3,482 acres (257 MBF/year) 
and suitable woodlands on 
6,536 acres (327 cords/ 
year) would be managed 
for sustained yield pro- 

Commercial forest on 
2,001 acres (148 MBF/year) 
and suitable woodlands on 
7,072 acres (353 cords/ 
year) would be managed 
for sustained yield pro- 

Commercial forest on 
2,251 acres (I 66.5 MBF/ 
year) and suitable wood- 
lands on 3 1,997 acres 
(I ,600 cords/year) would 
be managed for sustained 

Commercial forest on 
3,127 acres (231.5 MBF/ 
year) and suitable wood- 
lands on 24,255 acres 
(I ,213 cords/year) would 
be managed for sustained 
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by the TPCC inventory. duction. Seasonal re- 
strictions would be ap- 
plied on a case-by-case 
basis. 

duction with no seasonal 
restrictions. 

yield production. Sea- yield’ production. Sea- 
sonal restrictions would sonal restrictions would 
apply on 1,263 acres of apply on 1,606 acres of 
commercial forest. commercial forest. 

RECREATION Manage the Gunnison 
Gorge SRMA in actor- 
dance with its RAMP. 
Continue to manage 
the Needle Rock 
ONAIACEC and develop 
a management plan. 

: ,. 
Continue management of the 
the.Gunnison Gorge recrea- 
tion area (61,067 acres) 
for motorized and non- 
motorized recreation op- 
portunities. 

Manage whitewater boating 
use in the Gunnison Gorge 
for a maximum of 10 group 
encounters per day. Com- 
mercial overnight trips 
would be limited to 2 per 
day. Unrestricted day- 
use would not exceed 10 
group encounters per day. 

Manage the remainder of 
the planning area for ex- 
tensive recreation use. 

Manage the inner Gunnison 
Gorge (21,038 acres) for 
intensive recreation use. 

Manage whitewater boating 
use in the Gunnison Gorge 
for a maximum of 20 group 
encounters per day, with 
8 overnight and 12 day- 
use permits issued daily 
(one-half commercial; 
one-half private). 

Manage the Gunnison Gorge 
recreation area (40,792 
acres) for motorized and 
non-motorized recreation 
opportunities. 

Manage the Gunnison Gorge 
recreation area (40,792 
acres) for motorized and 
non-motorized recreation 
opportunities. 

Manage the Gunnison Gorge 
WSA (21,038 acres) for 
wilderness values and 
whitewater boating oppor- 
tunities. Maximum boat- 
ing use would be 6 group 
encounters per day, with 
3 overnight and 3 day-use 
permits issued daily 
(one-third commercial; 
two-thirds private). 

Manage the lower Gunnison 
River, below Escalante 
Bridge, as an SRMA and 
develop river access. 

Manage the lower Gunnison 
River, below Escalante 
Bridge, as an SRMA for 
boating opportunities. 

Manage the remainder of 
the planning area for ex- 
tensive recreation use. 

Restrict recreation use 
to primitive walk-in ac- 
cess in the E&ante 
Canyon RNAIACEC. 

Until a decision is made 
on wilderness designation 
or non-designation, man- 
age the Gunnison Gorge 
WSA (21,038 acres) for 
non-motorized recreation 
and whitewater boating op 
portunities. Boating use 
would be limited to 6 to 
10 group encounters per 
day with no more than one 
commercial trip starting 
per day. 

Manage the lower Gunnison 
River, below Escalante 
Bridge, for boating oppor- 
tunities. Develop river 
access and provide maps 
and information. 

Manage and develop the 
Escalante Canyon ACEC for 
recreation use that does 
not conflict with T&E 
plants and unique plant 
associations. Manage the 
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Adobe Badlands ONA/ACEC 
for its scenic qualities 
and for non-motorized 
recreation opportunities. 

Manage the North Delta Manage the North Delta 
adobe area (8,942 acres) adobe area (8,942 acres) 
as an SRMA for ORV-use. for ORV use. 

Manage the Storm King 
Peak area (1,520 acres) 
for possible development 
of a commercial ski area. 

Manage the remainder of 
the planning area for ex- 
tensive recreation use. 

Manage the remainder of 
the planning area for ex- 
tensive recreation use. 

OFF-ROAD 
VEHICLES 

A. total of 444,521 acres 
would be open to ORV. use 
and 2 1,038 acres would be 
closed to ORV use. Vehi- 
cle use would be limited 
to designated roads and 
trails on 17,5 18 acres. .: 

A total of 208,952 acres 
would be open to ORV use 
and 35 acres would be 
closed to ORV use. Vehi- 
de use on 49,840 acres 
would be limited to des- 
ignated roads and trails 
yearlong and another 
224,250 acres would have 
seasonal limited designa- 
tions. 

A total of I5 1,000 acres 
would be open to ORV use 
and 44,137 acres would be 
closed to ORV use. Vehi- 
cle use on 147,059 acres 
would be limited to des- 
ignated roadsand trails 
yearlong and another 
140,881 acres would have 
seasonal limited designa- 
tions. 

A’ total of 224,276 acres 
would be open to ORV use 
and 38,600 acres would be 
closed to ORV use. Vehi- 
cle use on 56,974 acres 
would be limited to des- 
ignated roads and trails 
yearlong and another 
163,227 acres would have 
seasonal limited designa- 
tions. 

CULTURAL 
RESOURCES 

Continue to inventory 
and monitor cultural 
resource sites; re- 
quire clearances for 
all surface disturbing 
activities. 

Perform necessarystabil- 
iration, restoration, and 
interpretation of sites 
in the Gunnison Gorge 
Recreation Area. 

Conduct a Class III in- 
ventory on 2,738 acres. 

Temporarily manage 2,738 
acres as Current Scienti- 
tic Use Areas. Allow no 
projects or land treat- 
ments. Conduct a Class 
III inventory and pro- 
tect cultural values in 

Conduct a Class III in- 
ventory on 5,848 acres. 
Some high-value sites 
could be assigned a long- 
term protective classili- 
cation. 
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the area. High-value 
sites would be assigned 
a long-term protective 
classification. 

VISUAL 
RESOURCES 

Visual resource manage- 
ment would be under cur- 
rent VRM classifications: 
Class I - 80 acres, 
Class 11 - 64,800 acres, 
Class Ill - 46,580 acres, 
Class IV- 371,617 acres. 

Visual resource manage- Visual resource manage: 
ment would be: ment would be: 
Class I - 80 acres, Class I - 43,807 acres, 
Class II - 64,800 acres, Class II - 47,852 acres, 
Class 111 - 46,580 acres, Class III - 37,355 acres, 
Class IV - 371,617 acres. Class IV - 354,063 acres. 

Visual resource manage- 
ment would be: 
Class I - 27,901 acres, 
Class II - 27,384 acres, 
Class Ill - 293,417 acres, 
Class IV - 134,375 acres. 

z 00 
WILDERNESS Recommend all three WSAs Recommend all three WSAs Recommend all three WSAs Recommend the Gunnison 

(4 1,865 acres) as non- (41,865 acres) as non- (41,865 acres) as suit- Gorge WSA (21,038 acres) 
suitable for wilderness suitable for wilderness able for wilderness des- as suitable for wilder- 
designation. designation. ignation. ness designation. Recom- 

mend both the Camel Back 
WSA (I 0.402 acres) and 
the Adobe’Badlands WSA 
(10,425 acres) as non- 
suitable for wilderness 
designation. 

Manage all three areas un- 
der a general multiple- 
use policy. The Gunnison 
Gorge area would be man- 
aged with emphasis on re- 
creation and habitat for 
T&E animal species. 

Manage all three areas 
with emphasis on live- 
stock grazing and miner- 
al exploration. The pro- 
tective withdrawal would 
be lifted on the Gunnison 
Gorge. The area would be 
managed for possible hy- 
droelectric development. 

Manage the Camel Back 
area with emphasis on 
riparian/aquatic system 
management, wildlife hahi- 
tat, and livestock graz- 
ing. Close the entire 
area to ORV use. Manage 
6,783 acres of the Adobe 
Badlands WSA as an 
ONA/ACEC to protect the 
scenic qualities and T&E 
plants, and to reduce 
active erosion. Manage 
the remainder of the Adobe 
Badlands WSA (3,642 acres) 

.,a,.. I 8. 
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MAJOR 
UTILITIES 

Public lands on 421,930 
acres would be open to 
development of major 
utilities; 40,029 acres 
would be open but not pre- 
ferred for utility develop 
ment; 21,118 acres would 
be excluded from utility 
development. 

Public lands on 449,597 
acres would be open to 
development of major 
utilities; 33,480 acres 
would be excluded from 
utility development. 

Public lands on 106,851 
acres would be open to 
development of major 
utilities; 32,356 acres 
would be open but not 
preferred for utility 
development; 69,906 acres 
would be excluded from 
utility development. 
Special stipulations 
would restrict utility 
development on 273,964 
acres. 

Public lands on 301,006 
acres would be open to 
development of major 
utilities; 82,038 acres 
would be excluded from 
utility development. 
Special stipulations 
would,restrict utility 
development on 100,033 
acres. 

LAND 
TENURE 
ADJUSTMENT 

As opportunities are 
presented, primarily 
through exchange, pur- 
sue acquisition of 
non-federal lands 
which would meet es- 
tablished criteria 
and enhance resource 
management within 
management units. 

Consider I9 tracts of pub- Consider I7 I tracts of 
lit land totalling 830.25 public land totalling 
acres as suitable for dis- 29,496 acres as suitable 
poml. for disposal. 

Pursue acquisition of 
2,200 acres of private 
land in the Gunnison 
Gorge Recreation Area. 

Pursue acquisition of 
3,640 acres of Colorado 
DOW land in the Es&ante 
Creek area and available 
private land near Dry 
Creek and along the lower 
Gunnison River below the 
Roubideau Creek confluence 
in proposed wateifowl 
areas. 

a:._ 
a‘ 

r 

-. Acquire public road ac- 
cess into I4 areas and 
public trail access into 
one area. 

._ 

Acquire public road ac- 
cess into I3 areas. 

Consider no public lands 
as suitable for disposal. 

Consider 143 tracts of 
public land totalling 
11,026 acres as suitable 
for disposal. 

Pursue acquisition of 
2,200 acres of private 
land in the Gunnison 
Gorge Recreation Area 
and 320 acres of private 
land in and adjacent to 
the Came1 Back WSA. Pur- 
sue acquisition of pri- 
vate lands in proposed 
waterfowl areas, in ri- 
parian zones, and in cru- 
cial deer and elk winter 
ranges. 

Pursue acquisition, pri- 
marily through exchange, 
of private lands which 
meet established criteria 
and enhance resource man- 
agement within management 
units. 

A_. ._ 

Acquire public road ac- 
-..._.. Atiu;zb;;b;lid ioad & ..s. 

cess into 7 areas. cess into 15 areas and 
public trail access into 
one area. 
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FIRE 
MANAGEMENT 

All public lands in the 
planning area (483,077 
acres) would have full 
and immediate tire sup 
pression, with safety and 
cost-effectiveness consid- 
erations. 

Public lands totallina 
112,945 acres would have 
intensive tire suppres- 
sion; 20 1,799 acres would 
have conditional tire 
suppression. Prescribed 
tire would be permitted 
on 168,333 acres. 

Pubiic lands totalling 
112,945 acres would have 
intensive fire suppres- 
sion; 201,799 acres would 
have,conditional fire 
suppression.-Prescribed 
tire would be permitted 
on 168,333 acres. 

Public lands totalling 
110,252 acres would have 
intensive tire suppres- 
sion; 202,895 acres would 
have conditional tire 
suppression. Prescribed 
tire would be permitted 
on 169,930 acres. 



IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PLAN 

This section describes the physical, biological, and economic 
consequences of implementing the Proposed Resource 
Management Plan. 

Only those resources which would be impacted as a result 
of implementation of the proposed management actions are 
discussed. Topography, geology, and prime and unique 
farmlands would not be impacted by the BLM’s proposed 
plan and are therefore not discussed. 

Both adverse and beneficial impacts, based on the effects 
of proposed management actions, were analyzed. The impact 
analyses also reflect a comparison of these environmental 
consequences with the affected environment (Chapter Two 
of the Draft RMP/EIS). 

Mitigating measures designed to avoid or reduce 
environmental impacts were incorporated into the proposed 
plan. Identified impacts are considered unavoidable given 
the prescribed mitigation. 

An interdisciplinary approach was used in developing and 
analyzing environmental consequences. The general 
assumptions and guidelines which defined the process 
included: 

1. Only significant changes or impacts, which vary by 
resource, would be analyzed. 

2. Changes or impacts described are short-term unless 
otherwise stated. Short-term impacts would occur within 
the life of the proposed plan (10 to 12 years); long-term 
impacts would occur over a 20-year period. 

3. Proposed management actions were analyzed under 
the assumption that the proposed plan would be fully 
implemented and that adequate funding and staffing would 
be available for implementation. 

The analysis of the impacts of the proposed plan is 
subdivided by impacted resources or resource uses. Impacts 
are then described as (1) Impacts from Proposed 
Management Actions, and (2) Cumulative Impacts. (Where 
cumulative impacts are not presented separately, they would 
be the same as the impacts from proposed management 
actions.) 

The impact analysis is presented as impacts on a 
resource/resource use that would result from a proposed 
management action or actions. For example, impacts on 
air quality would result from proposed off-road vehicle 
management. 

IMPACTS ON AIR QUALITY 

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

Impacts from Air Quality Management. Air pollution 
emissions from primary sources would be minimized through 
enforcement of applicable policies, regulations, and statutes. 

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat and Livestock Grazing 
Management. Short-term localized impacts on air quality 
would result from vegetation manipulation practices. These 
minor impacts would be dispersed throughout the planning 
area. 

Impacts from Off-Road Vehicle Management. 
Managing 80 percent of the planning area as open to ORV 
use for all or portions of the year would result in increased 
fugitive dust emissions due to vehicle-caused soil erosion. 
Allowing ORV use on 25,277 acres of highly erodible soils 
during critical soil moisture periods would significantly 
increase localized fugitive dust levels as recreational ORV 
use increases. 

CUMULA TIVE IMPACTS ON AIR QUALITY : 

Increased levels of air pollution are anticipated due to 
regional growth and development. No land-use allocations 
specified in this proposed plan would have significant long- 
term effects on air quality. 

IMPACTS ON COAL 

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

Impacts from Coal Management. Allowing continued 
development of coal on 26,663 acres of existing coal leases 
and identifying 83,334 acres of federal coal estate as 
acceptable for further coal leasing consideration could permit 
leasing and mining of up to 5,730 million tons of in-place 
coal. An additional 1,756 acres of federal coal reserves under 
private surface and bounded by the Gunnison National 
Forest would be managed to permit leasing consideration 
of 101 million tons of in-place coal. 

The possible leasing of up to 5,730 million tons of coal 
would far exceed coal demand over the life of this plan 
as the 1985 coal production from Delta and Gunnison 
counties was 2.2 million tons and optimistic annual coal 
production forecasts for this area range from 4.5 to 7.35 
million tons for the years 1990 to 2000. However, any 
increase in available coal would increase coal leasing 
opportunities for coal developers. 
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PROPOSED PLAN IMPACTS 

Impacts from Oil and Gas Management. Leasing and 
subsequent development of oil and gas in the same areas 
identified as acceptable for further coal leasing consideration 
could reduce the amount of coal available for mining. This 
reduction would depend on the scope and timing of 
development of both resources and the amount of coal 
determined necessary to be left as pillars to protect oil and 
gas wells. No projections have been made on coal losses 
due to oil and gas well protection. However, there could 
be a conflict if the amount of coal required to be left in 
place would make the area uneconomical to mine. 

Impacts from Riparian/Aquatic Systems Management. 
Requiring mitigating measures for surface disturbances 
within these areas would result in increased operating costs 
for coal companies. 

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat Management. Not 
permitting new road and facility construction from 
December 1 through April 30 on 920 acres of deer and 
elk winter range could result in higher development costs 
and scheduling inconvenience for coal companies. 

Impacts from Recreation Management. Closing 6,783 
acres to coal leasing would have no impact since there are 
no coal resources within the Adobe Badlands ONA. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ON COAL 

The proposed plan is not anticipated to impact coal 
production levels over the life of the plan. Restrictive 
management on portions of the coal planning areas would 
be likely to increase operating costs and result in scheduling 
inconvenience for coal companies. Under the proposed plan, 
4,396 million tons of in-place federal coal (84,170 acres) 
would be acceptable for further coal leasing consideration 
and 48 million tons of in-place federal coal (920 acres) . . 
would be acceptable for further coal leasing consideration .’ 
with stipulations. Development of 1,387 million tons of coal 
on 26,663 acres of existing coal leases would continue, 

IMPACTS ON OIL AND GAS 

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

Impacts from Oil and Gas Management. Table 8 lists 
the acres of federal oil and gas estate in each leasing category, 
and Table 9 lists the acres under each leasing category by 
management unit. Managing 484,349 acres with standard 
lease terms would allow for exploration and development 
with few restrictions. Managing 176,076 acres of federal 
surface and 16,136 acres of split-estate lands with seasonal 
stipulations on surface occupancy could result in higher 
exploration, drilling, and development costs, along with 
scheduling inconvenience. Managing 5,872 acres with a no 
surface occupancy stipulation would increase drilling costs 
as directional drilling would be required. Although these 

acres are within the practical limits of directional drilling, 
any increased operating costs could lower the potential for 
production. For the purposes of this document, the practical 
limits of directional drilling are defined as being within 0.5 
mile from the boundary of the management area. 

Table 8 

LAND IN EACH OIL AND GAS 
LEASING CATEGORY: 

PROPOSED PLAN 

LEASE CATEGORY ACRES 

NO LEASING 
Federa! Surface 

STANDARD LEASE TERMS 
Federal Surface 
Split-Estate 

LEASING WITH STIPULATIONS 
No Surface Occupancy (NSO) 

- Federal surface 

Seasonal 
- Federal surface 
- Split-estate 

21,038 

276,828 
207,52 1 

9,135 

176,076 
16,136 

Oil and gas development would be essentially foregone 
on 3,263 acres that are under no surface occupancy 
stipulations and beyond the practical limits of directional 
drilling. These 3,263 acres are determined to have moderate 
favorability for oil and gas accumulation. 

Impacts from Coal Management. Coal mining could 
result in delays in drilling schedules, higher drilling and 
development costs, and requirements for use of special 
techniques and alternate drilling sites. Coal mining could 
damage existing wells and remove or reduce gas resources 
if potential gas producing zones were located within mineable 
coal beds. 

Impacts from Soils and Water Resources Management. 
Managing 24,177 acres of federal surface and 4,155 acres 
of split-estate lands in the salinity control areas with seasonal 
stipulations (March 1 through May 31) could result in higher 
exploration, drilling, and development costs, along with 
scheduling inconvenience. This potential adverse impact 
would be most significant in the KGS areas where the 
probability of continued exploration and development is 
the greatest. 
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Table 9 

MANAGEMENT OF OIL AND GAS LEASES BY MANAGEMENT UNIT: 

PROPOSED PLAN 

MANAGEMENT 
UNIT 

ACRES WITH 
STANDARD 

LEASE TERMS 

Federal Split- 
Surface Estate 

.ACRES WITH SEASONAL STIPULATIONS 
ACRES WITH ACRES 
NO SURFACE CLOSED 

3/15 to 6130 OCCUPANCY TO 
12/l to 4/30’ 12/l to 4130 5/l to 6/15 3/l to 5131 STIPULATIONS LEASING 

Federal Split- Federal Split- Federal Split- Federal Split- Federal Federal 
Surface Estate Surface Estate Surface Estate Surface Estate Surface Surface 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

118,238 
30,313 
19,055 
32,715 

20,897 68,572 623 
13,645 37,007 8,850 

67 28,552 25 
970. 8,077 280 

- - 
- 

630 
- 

- 
- 

- - 
- 
- 

- 
- 
- 
- 

- 
- - - - 
- - - 

4,155 - 
- - 21,038 

- 
24,177 

- 
13,865 
8,942 
6,320 

- 

- - - 
28,515 3,367 

- - 
- 

- 
- 

- - - 
- 

1,423 
- 

3,292 - - 
- - 
- 1,895 - 
- 377 - 
- 80 

- 
- - 

- 
- 

- 
- 
- 

6,783 
- - - 

!z 

47,380 143,427 1,042 

TOTALS 276,828 207,521 146,6 17 10,408 1,990 150 3,292 1,423 24,177 4,155 9,135 21,038 ; 



PROPOSED PLAN IMPACTS 

Impacts from Threatened and Endangered Species 
Management.. ,Managing 2,272 acres of threatened and 
endangered speiies habitat and unique plant association areas 
with a. no surface occupancy stipulation would result in 
higher drilling and development costs as directional drilling 
would be required. 

development under ‘the general mining laws. Withdrawing 
32,750 acrds from mineral entry and location would 
eliminate these lands from possible mineral development. 
Table 10 lists the acres proposed for protective withdrawal. 

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat Management. Managing 
15 I;899 acres of federal surface and 11,981. acres of split- 
estate lands in crucial deer and dk winter range, bald eagle 
‘winter habitat, elk calving areas, and waterfowl habitat areas 

‘. with seasonal stipulations could result in higher exploration, 
drilling, and ‘development costs, along with scheduling 
inconvenience. This potential adverse impact would be most 
significant in .the KG’S areas where the probability of 
continued exploration and development is the greatest. 

Impacts from Recreation Management. Managing the 
Nee’dle.Rock ONA/ACEC and the’Adobe Badlands.ONA/ 
ACEC with a no surface occupancy stipulation wbuld 
eliminate oil and gas .production pojential on 3,263 acres 
which are not suitable for directional drilling.‘This would 
also result in higher drilling and development costs on 3,600 
acres where directional drilling would be required. 

Table 10 

FEDERAL SUkFACE/MINERALS 
WITHDRAWN FROM ENTRY TO 

PROTECT EACH LISTED RESOURCE: 
PROPOSED PLAN 

RESOURCE REQUIRING PROTECTIVE ACRES 
WITHDRAWAL WITHDRAWN 

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED’ SPECiES 
Escalante Canyon ACEC 
Fairview RNA/ACEC 

RECREATION 
Needle Rock ONA/ACEC 

1,895 
317 

80 

Impacts from Wilderness Management. The negative WILDERNESS 

impact of closing the Gunnison Gorge WSA to leasing would : Gunnison Gorge WSA 21,038 

be negligible as geologic structures in this area have no OTHER 
favorability for oil and gas accumulation. Bureau of Reclamation withdrawals 9,360 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ON OIL AND GAS 

No surface occupancy stipulations within’, the Adobe 
Badlands ONA/ACEC would result in unquantifiable 
negative impacts on oil and gas development. These impacts 
would ,be expected to be moderate. The favorability for 
oil and gas is considered moderate based on the area’s 
proximity to three KGS areas. Seasonal stipulations on 
176,076 acres of federal surface and on -16,136 acres of 
split-estate lands and no surface occupancy stipulations on 
9,135 acres of federal surface could increase exploration 
and development costs to the point of decreasing production 
potential throughout the planning area. Production potential 
would be eliminated on 3,263 acres managed under no 
surface occupancy stipulations that are beyond the practical 
limits of directional drilling. Overall, these negative impacts 
would be rated low to moderate since the entire planning 
area has a low to moderate favorability for oil and gas 
production. 

IMPACTS ON LOCATABLE MINERALS 

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

Pmpticts from Locatable Minerals Management. 
Identifying 642,392 acres as open to mineral ,entry and 
location would make this area available for exploration and 

TOTAL 32,750 

The negative impact of withdrawing the Gunnison Gorge 
WSA from mineral .entry and location would be low to 
moderate as geologic structures in the area have a moderate 
favorability for accumulatiqn of locatable minerals. There 
are no known mineral deposits in the WSA. Approximately 
20 lode claims and several prospects which are located within 
or adjacent to the WSA indicate some minerals interest 
in the local area. 

Mining claimants with invalid claims located within the 
WSA would be adversely affected as development or 
extraction would be permitted only on claims proven to 
have valid mineral discoveries. In addition, the potential 
for mineral discoveries on lands unclaimed prior to 
wilderness designation would be eliminated. 

Retaining the withdrawal on the’ 80-acre Needle Rock 
ONAIACEC would have a low negative impact as there 
are no known mineral values within this area. Retaining 
the Bureau of Reclamation withdrawals on 9,360 acres 
would have an unknown impact as little data is available 
on mineral potentials within these areas. There are no known 
mineral values on these withdrawn lands and little interest 
has been expressed for mineral explorations. 
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.,. 
The negative impacts of withdrawing the Es&ante 
Canyon ACEC (1,895 acres) and Fairview RNA)ACEC 
(377 acres) from mineral entry and location would be low 
as geologic structures in these areas have a low favorability 
for accumulation of locatable minerals. There are no known 
locatable mineral deposits or evidence of past mineral 
development within these areas. The potential for economic 
discoveries is poor. There has been recent interest in possible 
placer deposits adjacent to the Fairview RNA/ACEC, but 
the future of this interest is speculative. Uranium and 
vanadium mineralization is considered likely within the 
Escalante Canyon ACEC but there are no known 
concentrations. 

IMPACTS ON MINERAL MATERIALS 

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

Managing the Adobe Badlands ONAIACEC (6,783 
acres) and 10,402 acres of recreation areas as closed to 
ORV use would result in increased operating costs and 
inconvenience for mining claimants as plans of operations 
would be required for all activities except casual use. 

Table 11 

FEDERAL SURFACE IN EACH MINERAL MATERIAL DISPOSAL CATEGORY 
BY PROTECTED RESOURCE: 

PROPOSED PLAN 

Disposal of public lands could result in management 
problems associated with split-estate lands. 

Impacts from Mineral Materials Management. 
Identifying 381,358 acres as open to disposal of mineral 
materials with no seasonal restrictions would make this 
resource available to the public and government entities 
on 79 percent of the planning area with a minimum of 
restrictions. Managing 63,174 acres with seasonal restrictions 
on disposal activities could result in scheduling inconvenience 
for operators. The impact of closing 36,493 acres to disposal 
of mineral materials would be low as there are numerous 
alternate sites available elsewhere in the planning area. In 
some circumstances, the costs of hauling mineral materials 
could be increased as closures could increase travel distances 
to open mineral material locations. Requiring approval of 
the withdrawing agency for disposal of mineral materials 
on 9,360 acres could result in the denial of permit 
applications for mineral materials on these lands. 

Table 11 lists the federal surface in each mineral material 
disposal category by protected resource. 

PROPOSED PLAN IMPACTS 

ACRES WITH SEASONAL 
RESTRICTIONS 

RESOURCE REQUIRING ;’ ACRES 
PROTECTIVE CATEGORY OPEN 

12/l 3/l 3/15 
ACRES 

4:030 5:03L 6E30 CLOSED 

Federal surface with no 
’ restrictioni required 

SkLINITY AREAS. 

381,358 - - - - 

- - 24,177 - 

RIPARIAN/AQIJATIC AREAS 

T&E SPECIES 
Escalante Canyon ACEC 
Fairview RNA/ACEC 

WILDLIFE HABITAT 
Deer/elk winter range 
Waterfowl area 

RECREATION 
Needle Rock ONA/ACEC 
Adobe Badlands ONA/ACEC, 

WILDERNESS 
Gunnison Gorge WSA 

- - - - 6,320 

- - - - 1,895 
- - - - 377 

- 37,007 - - - 
- - - 1,990 - 

- - - - 
- - - - 6,7”8”3 

- - - - 21,038 

TOTALS 381,358 37,007 24,177 1,990 36,493, 
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IMPACTS ON SOILS 

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

Impacts ,from Soils Management. Minimizing soil 
disturbance” on all surface-disturbing activities would 
decrease potential losses of soil productivity. Permitting soil 
and watershed projects within 312,489 acres, of which 
17,806 acres have soils that are determined to be highly 
erodible, would allow for mitigation of soil erosion as 
problem areas develop. 

Impacts *,from Mineral Resources Management. 
Surface-disturbing activities would decrease soil productivity 
through soil compaction, erosion, mixing of soil horizons, 
and reduced soil moisture retention capabilities. Coal 
developme& could result in soil productivity losses on less 
than 1,000 acres due to road and facility placement and 
increased soil:slumping and mud flows. 

Development of oil and gas leases on 676,561 acres, 
locatable minerals on 642,392 acres, and mineral materials 
on 444,532 acres would decrease soil productivity unless 
rehabilitation efforts are successful. Development of locatable 
minerals within 69,389 acres of easily eroded soils during 
critical soil !moisture periods (March 1 through May 31) 
would decrease soil productivity over the long-term. Similar 
impacts would result from development of oil and gas leases 
and mineral material areas within 41,288 acres of these 
soils. Accidental fluid discharges during drilling operations 
could also contaminate soils. 

Impacts from Water Resources Management. Seasonal 
restrictions on surface-disturbing activities and potential 
livestock forage utilization limits on 30,960 acres ,of highly 
saline soils (Management Unit 5 and Management Unit 15) 
would decrease erosion and increase.soil productivity within 
these areas. Developing in-channel structures and ‘land 
treatments on 24,177 of these acres would further protect 
soils from erqhl. 

Impacts from Wildlife Haliitat ,and Livestock: Grazing 
Management. !ntensively managing 336,562 acres of “I” 
category grazing al!otments would reduce soil compaction 
and erosion rates over the long-term in these areas as AMP 
objectives to increase ground cover are achieved. Permitting 
grazing during soil moisture periods (March 1 through May 
3 1) and forage utilization greater than 35 percent on 38,953 
acres of easily eroded soils would result in soil productivity 
losses within these areas. Eliminating grazing from March 
20 to range ,readiness and increasing basal ground cover 
on 24,177 acres (Management Unit 5), along with restricting 
forage utilization to 35 percent on 2,370 acres (Elephant 
Skin Wash area) would increase soil productivity and 
decrease long-term annual erosion rates by up to three tons 
per acre in these areas. 

Short-term erosion would increase by one to ten times 
present levels on vegetation treatments designed to increase 
wildlife and livestock forage. Soil productivity would surpass 
present levels over the long-term as treatments increase basal 
ground cover. 

Impacts from Forest Management. Road construction 
and surface disturbance from harvest activities would result 
in increased erosion. Erosion would decrease over time if 
harvests result in an increase in basal ground cover. 
Harvesting activities during critical soil moisture periods on 
13,582 acres of easily eroded soils would result in moderate 
increases in erosion and decreases in soil productivity. 

Impacts from Recreation Management. Managing 
24,552 acres for ORV recreation opportunities would result 
in long-term erosion within these areas. Soils within a 19,957- 
acre portion of these ORV recreation areas are determined 
to be highly erodible. ORV-derived erosion would increase 
as more ORV enthusiasts become aware of and utilize these 
areas. 

Impacts from Off-Road Vehicle Management. Not 
permitting ORV use on 20 percent of the planning area 
would protect these areas form ORV-derived erosion and 
other soil disturbance. Managing 46 percent of the planning 
area as open to ORV use would allow for decreased soil 
productivity as soils are disturbed and vegetation is trampled. 
Soil productivity losses would be greatest from ORV use 
on 25,336 acres of highly erodible soils. Seasonal ORV 
restrictions would partially protect soils on 163,227 acres 
from ORVderived erosion during some of the soil moisture 
periods when soils are most vulnerab!e to damage. 

Impacts from Major Utility Development. Managing 
301,066 acres as open to development of major utility 
facilities would allow for increased soil disturbance due to 
construction and maintenance activities. Soil productivity 
losses would be greatest from these activities during critical 
soil moisture periods (March 1 through May 31) on 25,277 
acres of highly erodible,soils. Seasonal restrictions on these 
activities would partially protect 24,177 acres of highly. 
erodible soils during portions of the critical soil moisture 
periods when soils are most vulnerable to damage. 

Impacts from Fire Management. Management for both 
planned and natural prescribed burning on 169,930 acres 
would allow for vegetation type conversion from pinyon- 
juniper woodlands to a more soil-protective grass and forb 
plant community. Fire suppression activities (fire lines, ORV 
use) could decrease soil productivity by removing protective 
vegetation and increasing erosion and compaction. The 
overall net deterioration of soils would depend on site-specific 
variables. 
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PROPOSED PLAN IMPACTS 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ON SOILS 

Under the proposed plan, soil conditions would be 
anticipated to improve slightly throughout the entire planning 
area. Intensive management of salinity areas and grazing 
allotments would benefit soil conditions within these areas. 
Intensive management would be especially beneficial on 
39,000 acres of highly erodible soils. Permitting soil and 
watershed projects within 312,489 acres would allow for 
mitigation of soil erosion as problem areas develop. 

Mineral activities, forest and woodland product harvests, 
livestock grazing on 38,953 acres, and ORV use would 
result in decreased soil productivity in portions of the 
planning area. This productivity loss would be most 
pronounced on 25,000 acres of highly erodible and saline 
soils where few watershed-protective measures would be 
implemented. 

IMPACTS ON WATER RESOURCES 

1MPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

Impacts from Water Resources Management. Seasonal 
restrictions on surface-disturbing activities and potential 
livestock forage utilization limits on 30,960 acres of highly 
saline soils (Management Unit 5 and Management Unit 15) 
would reduce salinity and sediment levels in local surface 
waters and assist in reducing salinity levels within the Upper 
Colorado River Basin. Developing in-channel structures and 
land treatments on 24,177 of these acres would further 
protect surface waters from salinization and sedimentation. 

Permitting watershed projects within an additional 
312,489 acres would allow for mitigation of water quality 
deterioration as problem areas develop. Of these areas, 
17,806 acres are within highly erodible and saline soil areas. 

Impacts from Coal Management. Coal leasing and 
development would result in increased sediment yields from 
roads, mine facilities, or other surface-disturbing activities. 
Mine discharges and spoil-pile runoff could increase salt 
levels in local surface water systems. Overburden fracturing 
and- subsidence from underground mining could result in 
loss of ground water quantity and quality. Loss of either 
surface or ground water could adversely affect adjudicated 
water rights. These impacts would be less pronounced within 
riparian corridors where mining would be restricted to 
protect riparian habitat. 

Impacts from Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources 
Management. Identifying 685,696 acres as acceptable for 
oil and gas leasing could result in both surface and ground 
water impacts. Construction of roads and drilling pads would 
increase sediment and salinity yields in local surface waters. 
These impacts would be most pronounced on 34,505 acres 
of easily eroded and/or high salinity soils as oil and gas 

operations would be permitted during the critical wet soil 
period (March 1 through May 31) when these soils are 
most vulnerable to damage. Accidental fluid discharges 
during drilling operations could contaminate surface water. 

Impacts from Locatable Minerals Management. 
Identifying 93 percent of the planning area as open to mineral 
entry and location could result in water quality degradation. 
Road construction and other mine-related disturbance would 
increase sediment and salinity loads in local surface waters. 
These impacts would be greatest from placer mining 
operations. All operations could result in heavy metal 
contamination from mine water discharges and spoil-pile 
runoff. 

Impacts from Mineral Materials Management. 
Managing 92 percent of the planning area as open to disposal 
of mineral materials would impact water resources. Road 
construction and extraction of mineral materials would 
increase sediment and salt loads in local surface waters. 
These increased sediment and salt loads would be most 
pronounced from mineral material activities on 34,505 acres 
of easily eroded soils during critical wet soil periods (March 
1 through May 31). 

Mineral material operations in close proximity to perennial 
water courses would have the potential of destabilizing and 
altering natural stream channels and disrupting the beneficial 
values of floodplains. These impacts could result in alteration 
of water tables and surface water flows and could increase 
the destructiveness of floods. 

Impacts from RiparianlAquatic Systems Management. 
Managing riparian zones and aquatic habitat on 6,320 acres 
to improve vegetation condition, streambank cover, and 
aquatic diversity would result in reduced sediment yields 
and streambank erosion and improved chemical water 
quality. Closing seven miles of roads in the Potter Creek 
and Dry Fork of Es&ante Creek drainages would reduce 
sediment loads in these areas. 

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat Management. Soil 
disturbances from chainings and other vegetation treatments 
scattered over 300,527 acres would cause short-term 
sediment yield increases. Successful land treatments would 
reduce sediment yields and improve overall erosion 
conditions over the long-term. 

Impacts from Livestock Grazing Management. 
Intensively managing 336,562 acres as “I” category grazing 
allotments would result in lower sediment yields as AMP 
objectives to increase ground cover are achieved. Short- 
term sediment. yield increases would be expected from 
vegetation treatments. Sediment yields are not expected to 
change on 113,850 acres that are not within intensively 
managed allotments. 

Permitting grazing during wet soil periods (March 1 
through May 31) and forage utilization greater than 35 

177 



percent on 38,954 acres of easily eroded and highly saline 
soils could result in increased sediment and salinity yields. 
Eliminating grazing from March 20 to range readiness and 
increasing basal ground cover on 24,177 acres, and restricting 
forage utilization to 35 percent on 2,370 acres (Elephant 
Skin Wash area) of easily eroded and highly saline soils 
would reduce sediment and salt yields from these areas. 
Eliminating ,grazing from March, 1 to .May 15, potentially 
restricting forage utilization to 35 percent, and restricting 
livestock trailing on 6,320 acres of riparian/aquatic areas 
would result in reduced sediment yields and streambank 
erosion and improved water quality on 70 stream miles. 

ImPacts pPor.1 Forest Management. Road construction 
and surface disturbance from harvest activities would result 
in increased sediment yields. Sediment yields would decrease 
over time if harvests result in an increase in basal ground 
cover. Harvesting activities during wet soil periods on 13,582 
acres of easily eroded soils would result in moderate increases 
in surface water sedimentation. ; 

Impacts from Recreation Managemen’t. Managing 
24,552 acres for recreational ORV use would increase 
sediment and salt yields from these easily eroded and highly 
saline soil areas. 

Impacts from Off-Road Vehicle Management. Not 
permitting ORV use on 20 percent of the planning area 
would protect these areas from ORVderived sedimentation. 
Managing 46 percent of the planning area as open to ORV 
use would allow for increased sediment ioads as soils are 
disturbed and vegetation is trampled. Water quality 
deterioration would be greatest from ORV use on 25,336 
acres of highly erodible atid saline s&k. Seasonal QRV 
restrictions on 163,227 acres would partially protect these 
areas from ORVderived sedimentation during wet soil 
periods when soils are most vulnerable to damage. 

Impacts from Major Utility Deirelopment. Managing 
301,066 acres ‘as open to .development of major utility 
facilities would allow for increased sediment ‘loads due to 
construction and maintenance activities; Water quality 
deterioration would be greatest from these activities at stream 
crossings and during wet soil periods (March 1 through 
May 31) on 25,277 acres of highly erodible and saline soils. 
Seasonal restrictions on construction and major maintenance 
activities would partially protect 24,177 acres of highly 
erodible and saline soils from disturbance during wet soil 
periods when these soils are most vulnerable to damage. 

Impacts f&m Fire Management. Management for both 
planned and natural prescribed burning on 169,930 acres 
would allow for vegetation type conversion from pinyon- 
juniper woodlands to a more watershed-protective grass and 
forb plant community. Fire suppression activities (fire lines, 
ORV use) could decrease watershed productivity by 
removing protective vegetation and increasing erosion and 

sedimentation. The overall net deterioration of watershed 
conditions would depend on site-specific variables. 

CUMULA Tm IMPACTS ON WATER RESOURCES 

Under the proposed plan, a slight improvement in water 
resources would be anticipated throughout the entire 
planning area. Intensive management of salinity areas, 
riparian zones, aquatic habitats, and grazing allotments 
would benefit the hydrologic condition of water courses 
and improve the chemical and physical properties of surface 
waters. Intensive management would be especially beneticial 
on 39,000 acres of highly erodible and saline soils. 

Mineral ‘activities, forest and woodland product harvests, 
livestock grazing on 38,954 acres, and ORV use would 
result in increased sediment and salt yields in portions of 
the planning area. These increased yields would be most 
pronounced on 25,00@ acres of highly erodible and saline 
soils where few watershed-protective measures would be 
implemented. 

IMPACTS ON RIPARIAN ZONES 

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

Impacts iorn Ripaiian Zone Management. Intensively 
managing 6,320 acres of riparian. zones would improve 
vegetation cover, composition, density, and diversity. Overall 
improvement to fair or good vegetation condition could 
be expected over the short-term. 

Impacts from Mineral Resources Management. 
Approximately 4,000 acres of ‘riparian. zones ..would be 
opened to mineral exploration if withdrawals are lifted. Road 
construction, facility development, dredging operations, and 
other surface-disturbing activities in riparian zones would 
remove ripaiian vegetation, compact the soil, and could 
,redirect subsurface water.’ 

Impacts from Soils and Water Resources Mauqge~ent. 
Water impoundment projects would improve conditions 
necessary for establishment of riparian vegetation. This could 
potentially increase riparian zones by lQ0 to 200 acres over 
the long-term. 

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat Management. Devel- 
opment of in-channel structures designed to,improve aquatic 
habitat would stabilize riparian vegetation and enhance its 
quality. 

Impacts from Livestock Grazing Management. 
Potentially restricting livestock utilization to 35 percent on 
6,320 acres of riparian zones and intensively managing 
grazing use on 5,125 acres of riparian zones would improve 
vegetation density, diversity, and stability over the next ten 
years. 
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PROPOSED PLAN IMPACTS 

Impacts from Forest Management. Road and facility 
construction and other surface-disturbing activities in riparian 
zones would remove riparian vegetation. An estimated 60 
to 100 acres of riparian vegetation would be degraded over 
the next ten years. 

Impacts from Recreation Management. Riparian 
vegetation on 35 acres in the Gunnison Forks area would 
be severely impacted by trampling and vehicle use. 

Impacts from Off-Road Vehicle Management. 
Restricting vehicle use to designated roads and trails on 
5,640 acres and closing an additional 680 acres of riparian 
zones in Potter and Roubideau creeks to ORV use would 
improve vegetation condition and eliminate rutting and soil 
compaction. 

Impacts from Major Utility Developemnt. Eliminating 
riparian zones from major surfacedisturbing activities having 
long-term adverse effects would protect these areas and 
maintain their present condition. 

CUMULATWE IMPACTS ON RlPARIAN ZONES 

Direct and indirect intensive management under the 
proposed plan would result in improved vegetation 
conditions on 7,310 acres of riparian zones. 

IMPACTS ON THREATENED AND ENDANGERED 
SPECIES 

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

Jmpacts from Threatened and Endangered Species 
Management. Designating 1,895 acres in Escalante Canyon 
as an Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) 
would protect the Uinta Basin hookless cactus (threatened), 
the Grand Junction milkvetch (candidate), the Delta 
lomatium (sensitive), and three unique ,plant associations 
from most surface-disturbing activities. Opportuntiies for 
research and special studies of the plant associations would 
be. expanded. Designating 377 acres east of Montrose as 
a Research Natural Area, an area of critical environmental 
concern (RNA/ACEC) would protect populations and 
habitats of clay-loving wild buckwheat and Montrose 
penstemon from most surface-disturbing activities. 
Designating 6,783 acres north of Delta as an Outstanding 
Natural Area, an area of critical environmental concern 
(ONA/ACEC) would protect occupied and potential habitat 
of the Uinta Basin hookless cactus and clay-loving wild 
buckwheat from disturbance over the long-term. 

Pre-disturbance inventories area-wide would add 
substantially to the data base for all threatened and 
endangered species. Some inadvertent destruction of 
individual plants would occasionally occur. 

Impacts from Mineral Resources Management. Closing 
2,272 acres of threatened and endangered species habitat 
to mineral entry and location and placing a no surface 
occupancy stipulation on 9,135 acres would prevent 
accidental destruction of threatened and endangered plant 
species and potential habitat. Possible disturbance could 
affect 21,633 acres of potential endangered, threatened, 
candidate, and sensitive plant species habitat. 

Removing the no surface occupancy stipulation on 140 
acres of bald eagle wintering habitat would displace some 
bald eagles. Lifting mineral withdrawals on the lower 
Gunnison River and allowing surface-disturbing activities 
would reduce the value of 6,680 acres as wintering bald 
eagle habitat. 

Impacts from Soils and Water Resources Management. 
In-channel structures and land treatment projects would be 
slightly beneficial to bald eagles and peregrine falcons. Water 
impoundments and resulting increases in vegetation cover 
would improve these raptors’ prey base habitat. 

Impacts from RiparianlAquatic Systems Management. 
Improvement of the riparian zones along Roubideau and 
Escalante creeks and in the North Fork Valley would 
improve peregrine falcons’ and wintering bald eagles’ prey 
base habitat. 

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat Management. Continued 
management of the Gunnison Forks HMP area would 
maintain existing bald eagle and river otter habitat. Peregrine 
falcons would be.expected to increase their use of the area 
over the long-term. Waterfowl habitat improvement and 
associated land acquisition could provide migrating 
whooping cranes, long-billed curlews, and white-faced ibis 
with additional protected habitat and stop-over points. 

Impacts from Livestock Grazing Management. Some 
localized disturbance and destruction of individual 
threatened and endangered plants would occur due to 
livestock trampling. 

Impacts from Recreation Management. Decreasing 
river use in the Gunnison Gorge would improve river otter 
habitat through decreased destruction of riparian vegetation. 
‘Bald eagles and peregrine falcons would benefit from reduced 
human disturbance in the gorge. 

Impacts from Off-Road Vehicle Management. Closing 
approximately 38,600 acres to ORV use and restricting 
vehicle use to designated roads and trails would eliminate 
potential destruction and damage of the Uinta Basin hookless 
cactus, spineless hedgehog cactus, Montrose penstemon, 
Grand Junction milkvetch, and clay-loving wild buckwheat. 

Impacts from Wilderness Management. Management 
of 21,038 acres under wilderness guidelines would protect 
potential habitat of threatened and endangered plant and 
animal species from any mechanical disturbance. Habitat 
values would be maintained or improved. 
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PROPOSED PLAN IMPACTS 

Impacts from Major Utility Development. Closing 6,783 
acres of potential habitat of the Uinta Basin hookless cactus, 
clay-loving wild buckwheat, and Montrose penstemon to 
development of major utility facilities would protect these 
species from accidental destruction. 

CUMULATNE IMPACTS ON THREATENED AND 
ENDANGERED SPECYES 

The research potential and study opportunities of several 
threatened and endangered species and unique plant 
associations would be protected with special designations. 
Designation of the Gunnison Gorge WSA as wilderness 
would protect bald eagle, peregrine falcon, and river otter 
habitats. 

IMPACTS ON TERI;iESTtiAL WILDLIFE 
HABITAT 

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMEN? ACTIONS 

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat Management. Forage 
allocations for big game species on public’land would meet 
both short-term and long-term demands. 

Crucial deer and elk winter range management and land 
treatment projects would improve distribution, reduce stress, 
and decrease big game utilization of adjacent private lands. 
Minimizing disturbance in elk calving areas would reduce 
fetal mortality and increase calf survival. 

Bighorn sheep habitat and herd management in the 
Gunnison Gorge area would potentially increase the 
population to 300 individuals by 1997. A small herd of 
bighorn sheep could be, established in the Roubideau 
Canyon/Camel:Back area. Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep 
habitat in the Baldy Peak area would be improved. 

- Waterfowl production on’, the lower Gunnison River 
would increase by up to 50 percent. 

Impacts from Mineral Resources Management. Road 
and portal construction and other surface-disturbing activities 
associated with mineral development ‘would reduce crucial 
deer and elk winter range in the North Fork area by 500 
acres. Seasonal restrictions on oil and gas activity on crucial 
deer and elk winter range (140,18 1 acres of federal surface 
and 9,715 acres of split-estate lands) would lessen stress 
on deer and elk, thereby reducing mortality and fetal loss 
and improving overall condition and health of the herds. 

Revocation of existing withdrawals that presently 
segregate federal minerals from entry and location under 
the general mining laws could increase surface disturbance . 
on 6 1,270 acres of habitat. Raptor hunting habitat and some 
nesting areas would be lost. Habitat for other birds, including 

Lewis’ woodpeckers, western bluebirds, and Scott’s orioles, 
would possibly be reduced due to coal development. 

Impacts from Soils and Water Resources Management. 
In-channel structures and water impoundments would 
provide habitat for waterfowl, chukars, mourning doves, 
mule deer, and non-game species. 

Impacts f’rom Riparian/Aquatic Systems Management. 
Restoring and protecting 6,320 acres of riparian zones would 
provide additional forage and cover for big game, waterfowl, 
and non-game birds and animals. The prey base for raptors 
and other predators would be improved. 

Impacts from Livestock Grazing Management. 
Development of grazing systems, land treatment projects, 
and improved livestock management practices would 
improve forage conditions, reduce competition between 
livestock and big game, and improve distribution of most 
big game species. Eliminating livestock grazing use on 
approximately 24,177 acres during the spring would improve 
big game forage at a time when food reserves are low and 
females are pregnant. Improved nutrition may result. in 
heavier birthweights and more successful reproduction. Land 
treatment projects designed to reduce sagebrush cover to 
less than 20 percent would eliminate present and potential 
sage grouse habitat in the Simms ,Mesa and Fruitland Mesa 
areas. 

Impacts from Forest Management. Woodland harvests 
would provide temporary openings in forest stands, 
increasing edge effect and big game forage.. The removal 
of old-growth timber would reduce thermal and hiding cover 
for big game and eliminate some nesting habitat for cavity- 
nesting birds. Woodland harvests could occur during the 
winter on 28,500 acres of crucial deer and elk winter range. 
On an annual basis, deer and elk would be displaced from 
80 to 100 acres of active cutting area and adjacent habitat. 

Impacts from Recreation Management. Restricting river 
use in the Gunnison Gorge would encourage continued 
expansion of the bighorn sheep population and prevent some 
degradation of riparian habitat for ‘non-game species. 
Encouraging recreational and competitive ORV use’in the 
North Delta area would curtail antelope utilization of the 
area, reducing antelope range by 8 percent. ORV use in 
the area would increase harassment of game and non-game 
wildlife and would displace prairie dog populations. 

Impacts from Off-Road Vehicle Management. Closing 
38,600 acres to vehicle use would eliminate disturbances 
or harassment of wildlife. This would be especially beneficial 
if desert bighorn sheep are reintroduced into the Came1 
Back area. Restricting vehicle use to designated roads and 
trails in crucial deer and elk winter range would reduce 
habitat loss. Seasonal ORV use restrictions in crucial deer 
and elk winter range would reduce stress on big game species, 
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thereby reducing fetal mortality and losses from poaching, 
and permitting wildlife utilization of the entire area. 

Impacts from Major Utility Developtient. Confining 
development of major utility facilities in the North Fork 
area to existing corridors along major roads would limit 
disturbance and stress on all wildlife species. Prohibiting 
development of utility facilities on 82,038’ acres would 
prevent short-term disturbances and long-term wildlife 
habitat modifications due to road construction and use. 
Bighorn sheep would benefit greatly from exclusion and 
restriction of utilities in the Gunnison Gorge and Camel 
Back areas. 

Impacts from Disposal of Public Lands. Disposal of 
3,337 acres of crucial deer and elk winter range and an 
additional 1,028 acres of non-crucial winter range would 
result in the loss of habitat for 35 elk and 20 deer and 
would increase big game pressure on adjacent private lands. 
Disposal of 120 acres of antelope range would result in 
an approximate one percent reduction in herd size. Disposal 
of tracts providing prairie dog habitat could affect potential 
occurrences of burrowing owls. Habitat for band-tailed 
pigeons, Cooper’s hawks, goshawks, flammulated owls, and 
other non-game species would be affected. 

Impacts from Acquisition of N&-Federal Lands. 
Acquiring non-federal lands in crucial deer and elk winter 
range would increase habitat and potential big game 
populations, and reduce wildlife conflicts and impacts on 
adjacent private lands. Acquiring non-federal lands for 
waterfowl habitat management would increase waterfowl 
populations on public lands. . 

Impacts from Acquisition of Access. Acquiring public 
access would improve big game harvests and population 
control practices. 

Impacts from Fire Management. Natural and planned 
prescribed fires would reduce closed brush and tree canopies, 
stimulate plant growth and vigor, and temporarily improve 

: forage palatability, resulting in improved habitat for many 
. .w’ildlife species. Large wildfires would reduce effective 
screening and thermal cover for, deer and elk use. 

CUMKU TNE IMPACTS ON TERRESTRIAL WILDLIFE 
HABITAT 

Increasedcoal development and disposal of public lands 
in crucial deer and elk winter ranges in combination with 
the loss of habitat on private lands would be olfset by 
improvement of habitat conditions throughout the planning 
area. Present big game populations would be maintained, 
small game and non-game populations and habitats would 
be improved. 

PROPOSED PLAN IMPACTS 

IMPACTS ON AQUATIC WILDLIFE HABITAT 

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

Impacts from wildlife Habitat Management. Structures 
placed in E&ante, Cottonwood, Monitor, Potter, and Jay 
creeks would improve pool:riffle ratios, stabilize stream- 
banks, increase instream cover, and reduce channelization, 
streambank erosion, and sedimentation. Approximately 30 
stream miles of aquatic habitat would be improved. 
Managing approximately 52 stream miles associated with 
Terror, E&ante, Monitor, Criswell, Potter, and Dry creeks 
would stabilize streambanks, increase instream cover, and 
reduce sedimentation. Limiting surface-disturbing activities 
on aquatic habitat would increase streambank cover, 
improve bank stability and water quality, and reduce soil 
compaction, sedimentation, and siltation. Land treatment 
projects in or near stream channels would increase 
sedimentation over the short-term and decrease it over the 
long-term. 

Impacts from Mineral Resou& Management. Road 
and pipeline development and other surface-disturbing 
activities would lead to increased sedimentation and 
streambank instability on 25 stream miles of aquatic habitat. 
Site-specific approval of surface-disturbing activities in 
aquatic areas could result in slight to moderate increases 
in sedimentation, water temperatures, and streambank 
erosion. 

Impacts from Soils and Water Resources Management. 
In-channel structures designed to reduce sedimentation and 

‘salinity would improve aquatic habitat on streams below 
these structures. 

Impacts from Riparianl Aquatic Systems Management. 
Improved riparian management on 6,320 acres of public 
land would result in improvement of 40 stream miles of 
aquatic habitat. Streambank stability, sedimentation, and 
water temperatures would benefit from improved stream- 
bank cover. 

” Impacts && Liv,esi&k ‘Grazing Management. 
Intensive grazing ,management on 60 stream miles of aquatic 
habitat combined with a potential 35 percent utilization 
of key forage species limitation would improve streambank 
stability and cover. Sedimentation would decrease and water 
temperatures would stabilize. The existing condition would 
be maintained on the balance of the aquatic habitat. Land 
treatment projects in or near stream channels would increase 
sedimentation over the short-term and decrease it over the 
long-term. 

Impacts from Forest Management. Road construction 
across aquatic areas could cause increased sedimentation, 
bank degradation, and water temperatures, and decreased 
streambank cover. 
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Impacts from Recreation Management: Restricting river 
use in the Gunnison Gorge to six group encounters per 
day would improve streambank vegetation and water quality 
and reduce sedimentation. Aquatic habitat in the Gunnison 
Forks area would continue to be degraded due to trampling 
and intensive recreational use. 

Impacts from Off-Road Vehicle Management. Closing 
areas to ORV use, imposing seasonal restrictions on ORV 
use, and restricting vehicle use to designated roads and trails 
in riparian zones should improve streambank stability and 
reduce sedimentation. The areas remaining open to ORV 
use would be subject to degradation. 

Impacts from Major Utility Development. Shortiterm 
impacts caused by road construction, clearings for powerline 
pads, and pipelines would result in slight to moderate adverse 
impacts on aquatic and riparian habitat. Loss of vegetation, 
streambank deterioration, sedimentation, and erosion would 
cause localized imp&s on aquaWriparian organ&is and 
habitat. Prohibiting or seasonally restricting surface- 
disturbing activities that would have long-term adverse effects 
on riparian/aquatic systems would, at the minimum, 
maintain current habitat quality. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ON AQUATIC WILDLIFE 
HABITAT 

Approximately 140 stream miles of aquatic wildlife 
habitat would improve under management emphasizing 
habitat quality and protection. Eliminating or reducing 
surface-disturbing activities and potentially limiting livestock 
grazing utilization to 35 percent in riparian zones would 
have the greatest overall beneficial effect. 

IMPACTS ON LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

Impacts from Livestock Grazing Management. Not 
allocating additional forage for livestock use on 74,133 acres 
would reduce present grazing preferences by the 3,380 animal 
unit months (AUMs) currently in s&pension. Land treatment 
projects and grazing management would increase forage 
allocations for livestock by 1,424 AUMs. 

Impacts from Soils and Water Resources Management. 
Limiting livestock utilization to 35 peicent of key forage 
species on 30,960 acres would reduce livestock allocations 
by 594 AUMs on ten grazing allotments. Eliminating 
livestock grazing on 24,177 acres from March 20 to range 
readiness could shift some livestock use to the fall, resulting 
in increased conflicts between livestock grazing and hunting 
use, higher mortality from disease due to longer spring 
confinement, increased trailing use, and decreased hay 
production due to livestock use of base property hay lands 
for a longer period in the spring. Additional forage would 

become available over the long-term due to reduced spring 
use. In-channel structures and land treatment projects 
designed to reduce erosion and salinity would improve 
livestock distribution and increase available forage. 

Impacts from RiparianlAquatic Systems Management. 
If forage utilization by livestock is limited to 35 percent 
of key foiage s@cies on 6,320 acres of riparian vegetation, 
livestock allocations could be reduced by approximately 200 
AUMs on seven grazing allotments. Eliminating livestock 
grazing on 6,320 acres from March 1 through range readiness 
could shift some livestock use to the fall, resulting in increased 
conflicts between livestock grazing and hunting use, higher 
mortality from disease due to longer spring confinement, 
increased trailing use, and decreased hay production due 
to livestock use of base property hay lands for a longer 
period in the spring. Reduced trailing use through riparian 
zones could increase trailing time and operating costs and 
require more corrals. 

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat Management. Devel- 
oping new land treatment projects and maintaining existing 
projects would improve livestock distribution and enhance 
maintenance of existing livestock forage allocations in 
treatment areas. 

Impacts from Forest Management. Forest and 
woodland harvests would increase forage available for 
livestock grazing use in most harvested areas. Improved 
access and thinning would improve livestock distribution. 
Precluding any development or maintenance of land 
treatment projects on 47,384 acres would result in a 10 
percent loss of forage (1,087 AUMs) over the long-term. 

Impacts from Recreation Management. Restricting 
fencing in portions of the Gunnison Gorge SRMA could 
preclude the possibility of changing the livestock class from 
sheep to cattle, and could eliminate opportunities to use 
fencing to ‘improve livestock distribution. 

Impacts from Off-Road Vehicle Management. Limiting 
vehicle use on grazing areas through closures or restrictions 
would improve livestock forage, decrease harassment of 
liv&tock, and reduce management problems created by ORV 
use. 

Impacts from Disposal of Public Lands. Disposing of 
7,522 acres of public land that is currently grazed by livestock 
would reduce livestock allocations by a total of 786 AUMs 
on seven “M” category, ten “I” category, and 26 “C” category 
grazing allotments. 

Impacts from Acquisition of Access. Acquisition of 
public access would improve administration of the livestock 
grazing program but could result in increased harassment 
of livestock and vandalism of livestock facilities. 

Impacts from Fiie Management. Available forage and 
species diversity would improve on 169,930 acres of public 
land where fires meeting pre-determined prescriptions would 
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>. .  .  ,  
be permitted. Fires could cause some damage to livestock 
facilities (fences, catchments, and corrals). ,. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ON LIVESTOCK GiAZfiG 

A net loss of 5,682 AUMs would occur over the long- 
term, due primarily to disposal of public lands and a 35 
percent utilization limit on the riparian and salinity areas. 
Increased livestock operator costs and increased conflicts 
with recreational users would occur. The demand for 
livestock forage would probably not be met over the long- 
term. 

IMPACTS ON FORESTRY 

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

Impacts from Forest Management. Intensive .manage- 
ment of 24,255 acres of suitable pinyon-juniper .woodlands 
would result in potential annual harvests of 1,213 cords 
of fuelwood. Suitable commercial forest lands on 3,127 acres 
would produce 160.5 thousand board feet (MBF) of timber 
annually. Harvest of 123 acres of suitable commercial forest 
on 160 acres of land owned by the Girl Scouts of America 
would be precluded. 

Impacts from Mineral Resources Management. Road, 
pad, and portal construction and other surface-disturbing 
activities associated with mineral development would reduce 
suitable woodlands and commercial forest lands to a limited 
degree. Road construction could improve access into several 
potential sale areas, thereby reducing costs associated with 
forest harvest. 

Impacts from Ripariad Aquatic Systems Mtiagenient. 
Eliminating 482 acres of suitable woodlands within riparian/ 
aquatic zones from harvest would reduce annual fuelwood 
production by 24 cords. Eliminating 32 acres of commercial 
forest lands within riparian/aquatic zones from harvest 
would reduce timber production by 2.5 MBF. 

Impacts from Threatened and Endangered Species 
‘Management. Eliminating 116 acres of suitable woodlands 
within the Escalante Canyon ACEC from harvest would 
reduce fuelwood production by six cords annually. 

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat Management. Maintain- 
ing existing land treatment projects on 600 acres of pinyon- 
juniper woodlands would reduce annual fuelwood harvests 
by 30 cords. Restricting timber harvests on 2,565 acres in 
the Storm King/High Park area would increase the stand 
rotation from 120 to 200 years. 

Impacts from Livestock Grazing Management. 
Managing 17,3 14 acres of suitable pinyon-juniper woodlands 
for increased forage production could reduce fuelwood 
harvests by 866 cords annually. 

PROPOSED PLAN IMPACTS 

Impacts from Recreation Management. Eliminating 
1,3 11 acres of woodlands within the Gunnison Gorge SRMA 
from harvest would reduce annual fuelwood harvests by 
66 cords. 

Impacts from Wilderness Management. Annual 
harvests of 17 cords of fuelwood would be precluded on 
337 acres of woodlands which would be included in the 
designated wilderness area. The effect on the total forestry 
program would be miminal. 

Impacts from Disposal of Public Lands. Disposal of 
1,47 1 acres of suitable woodlands would preclude potential 
fuelwood harvests and reduce annual fuelwood production 
by 74 cords. Disposal of 403 acres of suitable commercial 
forest lands would reduce annual timber harvests by 30 
MBF. 

Impacts from Acquisition of Access. Acquiring access 
into the 11 identified areas would allow harvesting on 1,606 
acres of commercial forest lands .and on 2,040 acres of 
pinyon-juniper woodlands. 

Impacts from Fire Management. Maximum fire 
protection in the Storm King, High Park, and North Fork 
areas would protect 36,800 MBF of commercial timber. 
Minimum fire protection in the pinyon-juniper woodlands 
would result in only minor losses estimated at approximately 
nine cords per acre burned. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ON FORESTRY 

Multiple-use needs would eliminate sustained yield 
production on 2 1,63 1 acres of suitable woodlands, resulting 
in an annual loss of 1,083 cords of fuelwood. Harvest on 
558 acres of suitable commerical forest lands would be 
precluded, resulting in an annual loss of 41.5 MBF of timber. 
Intensive management of the forest resource would result 
in an annual harvest of 160.5 MBF of timber from 3,127 
acres of suitable commercial forest lands and 1,213 cords 
of fuelwood from 24,255 acres of suitable woodlands. 

IMPACTS ON RECREATION 

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

Impacts from Recreation Management. Under the 
proposed plan, recreationists would benefit significantly from 
management of the variety of recreation opportunities 
available within the planning area. Managing 47,655 acres 
(Management Unit 4, Management Unit 14, and Manage- 
ment Unit 15) for recreation would protect scenic values 
and increase recreation opportunities in these areas. 

Designating 1,895 acres within Escalante Canyon as an 
ACEC would protect the scenic qualities of this valued 
recreational resource and allow for increased management 
of the “Potholes” swimming area. Managing 8,942 acres 
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north of Delta as an ORV use area and 156 10 acres within 
the Gunnison Gorge SRMA as open to ORV use would 
accomodate iong-term recreational ORV demands. 
Developing river acre at the Escalante Bridge would 
facilitate boating use on the lower Gunnison River. 

Limiting boating use in the Gunnison Gorge to a maximum 
of ten group encounters per day would be highly beneficial 
to recreationists seeking scarce wilderness boating 
experiences. No Colorado rivers are managed for wilderness 
experiences. Recreation demand on the six designated 
wilderness rivers (273 river miles) in the continental United 
States exceeds the number of use permits available annually. 
As competition for river-use permits in the Gunnison Gorge 
exceeds allocations, private and commercial users would 
experience inconvenience in trip planning and ‘increased 
possibilities of not obtaining a permit. 

Impacts from Mineral Resources Management. 
Withdrawing 23,390 acres from mineral entry and location, 
and closing or restricting oil and gas activity surface uses 
on 30,173 acres would protect the natural and scenic features 
of these areas from disturbances resulting from mineral 
activities Revoking all portions of the BLM protective 
withdrawal (8,446 acres) and the BOR Fruitland Mesa 
withdrawal (1,235 acres) located within the Gunnison Gorge 
SRMA would allow for miner?! activities in these areas. 
These activities would degrade recreation opportunities in 
predominantly natural areas that are accessed by:primitive 
roads. 

Impacts from Salinity Control Management. Limiting 
vehicle use within the Elephant Skin Wash area to designated 
roads and trails would reduce the lands available for 
recreational ORV use by 2,370 acres. This area is, presently 
utilized and preferred for ORV recreation. 

Impacts from Riparian/Aquatic Systems Management. 
Protecting and enhancing 6,320 acres of riparian/aquatic 
systems would benefit recreationists seeking scenic and 
educational opportunities within this’ diverse’ wildlife 
community. 

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat Management. Manage- 
ment of the Gunnison Forks and Billy Creek habitat 
management areas, deer and elk winter ranges, elk calving 
areas, and waterfowl habitats would enhance opportunities 
for hunting, fishing, and wiidlife observation. 

Impacts from Livestock Grazing Management. 
Recreational ORV opportunities would be protected by not 
permitting placement of livestock facilities that would create 
safety hazards or impede vehicle use on 8,942 acres. 

Impacts from Forest Mahagement. Prohibiting 
woodland harvests in the Escalante Canyon ACEC and on 
all but 1,255 acres of the Gunnison Gorge SRMA would 
protect scenic and predominantly natural recreation settings. 

Impacts from Off-Road Vehicle Management. Closing 
the Gunnison Gorge WSA, the Camel Back area, and the 
Adobe Badlands ONA/ACEC to ORV use would ensure 
continued availability of high quality and non-motorized 
recreation settings in the planning area. Restricting vehicle 
use to designated roads and trails on 25,182 acres of the 
Gunnison Gorge SRMA, the Escalaute Canyon ACEC, the 
Needle Rock ONA/ACEC, and in riaprian areas would 
protect the scenic valuez of these recreation lands. Managing 
24,552 acres for recreational ORV use would accomodate 
long-term ORV use demands and would decrease pressure 
on areas under ORV use restrictions. 

Impact:: from Cultural Resources Management. A Class 
III cultural resource inventory would benefit recreationists 
by identifying cuhural sites with public educational values. 

Impacts from ViFrlal Resources Management. Protect- 
ing scenic qualities of the Gunnison Gorge WSA, the Adobe 
Badlands ONA/ACEC, and the Needle Rock ONA/ACEC 
(VRM Class I) and 15,208 acres of the Gunnison Gorge 
SRMA (VRM Class IIj would ensure continued availability 
of high quality scenic resources in these areas. 

Impacts from WilderTiess Macagenrent. Designating 
21,038 acres within the Gunnison Gorge as wilderness would 
protect wilderness recreation opportunities in this area. 

Impacts from MJor Utility Development. Management 
of 61,327 acres of recreation and wilderness areas as closed 
to dsvelopment of major utility facilities would protect high 
qua!ity recreation settings. Managing 2,478 acres of the 
Gunnison Gorge SRMA in the Smiths Mountain and 
Gunnison Forks areas as open to development of major 
utility facilities would allow for potential deterioration of 
natural settings within these areas. 

Impacts from Acquisition of Non-Federal Lands. 
Acquiring 2,200 acres within or contiguous to the Cunnison 
Gorge SRMA would protect recreation settings, provide 
more public access, and reduce conflicts between 
recreationists and private landowners. 

Impacts from Acquisition of Access. 4cquiring public 
access along the Gcnnison Gorge rim southwest of the 
Gunnison Forks area and from Colorado Highway 92 to 
the Gunnison River in the Austin area w=ou!d provide access 
to high value recreation lands and facilitate recreation 
opportunities. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ON RECXEATION 

Recreation opportunities would be significantly enhanced 
and increased under the pi.oposed plan. A total of 74,267 
acres would be managed for a wide variety of recreation 
opportunities including but not limited to river boating, ORV 
use: wilderness experiences, back country travel, hunting, 
fishing, and scenic viewing. Revoking the BLM protective 
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withdrawal within the Gunnison Gorge SRMA (8,446 acres) 
and permitting major utility development in the Smiths’ 
Mountain and Gunnison Forks areas would result in 
deterioration of recreation values if these lands are developed. 

IMPACTS ON CULTURAL RESOURCES 

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

Impacts from Cultural Resources Management. 
Cultural clearances of areas proposed for disturbance would 
contribute to the cultural data base, decrease cultural site 
disturbances, and increase the potential for discovery of sites 
eligible for inclusion to the National Register of Historic 
Places. Class III inventories on 5,848 acres would 
significantly add to the cultural data base. High-value cultural 
sites on these acres could be protected by special designations. 

Impacts from Mineral Resources Management. The 
no surface occupancy stipulation for oil and gas activities 
and the closure to disposal of mineral materials on 9,135 
acres would protect the integrity of the cultural resources 
in the area from potentially disturbing activities. Cultural 
resources on an additional 2,352 acres would be protected 
by a locatable mineral withdrawal. 

Impacts from Off-Road Vehicle Management. Exposed 
cultural resources would remain vulnerable to vehicle-related 
damage on the 80 percent of the planning area that would 
be open to ORV use for all or portions of the year. Cultural 
resources would also remain vulnerable to vandalism and 
illegal artifact collection by individuals using vehicles for 
easy access and transport of artifacts. Closing the 10,402 
acres within the Camel Back WSA to ORV use would 
eliminate vehicle-related damage and reduce illegal collection 
and site vandalism in this area. 

Impacts from Wilderness Management. Designation of 
the Gunnison Gorge WSA (21,038 acres) as wilderness 
would .generally benefit cultural resources. The integrity of 
these resources would be protected as no potential would 
exist ‘for removal of cultural resources as mitigation for 
surface-disturbing activities. 

Gaining knowledge of cultural resources would be 
impeded as site excavations would not be permitted in most 
instances. Field surveys, normally required during 
environmental analyses of proposed surface-disturbing 
activities, would also be eliminated as a data source. Since 
stabilization would not normally be permitted, exposed 
cultural sites would continue to deteriorate over the long- 
term due to weathering and other natural forces. 

Impacts from Acquisition of Access. Acquiring public 
access to any of the 16 areas identified for access acquisition 
would increase the potential for illegal disturbance of cultural 
sites in these areas. 

CUMUL.4TIVE IMPACTS ON CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Cultural resources would be protected from land uses 
that require use authorizations but would remain susceptible 
to vandalism and theft. Vandals and relic-hunters would 
have easy access to the 80 percent of the planning area 
that would be managed as open to ORV use for all or 
portions of the year. With the exception of Class III 
inventories on 5,848 acres, cultural research would continue 
to be random inventories and salvage efforts in response 
to project proposals. High-value cultural sites on inventoried 
acres could be protected by special designations. 

IMPACTS ON VISUAL RESOURCES 

IMPACTS FROK PROPOSED MANAGErdENT ACTIONS 

Impacts from Visual Resources Management. 
12 lists the acres of land in each VRM classification. 

Table 12 

ACRES IN EACH VRM CLASSIFICATION: 
PROPOSED PLAN 

Table 

PERCENTAGE OF 
VRM CLASS ACRES PLANNING AREA 

I 27,901 6 
II 27,384 6 
III 293,417 60 
IV 134,375 28 

TOTALS 483,077 100 

Impacts from Mineral Resources Management.Mineral 
development in the planning area would be anticipated to 
alter the landscape cha:acteristics of a few localized 
viewsheds. 

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat and Livestock Grazing 
Management. Major vegetation treatments would alter 
landscape characteristics. Changing VRM classifications in 
the Billy Creek area from Class II to Class III would increase 
the allowable visual contrast of projects fro-m low to 
moderate. 

Impacts from Forest Management. Timber and 
woodland product harvests would alter landscape charac- 
teristics in localized areas. 
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Impacts from Recreation Management. Recreation 
management would maintain landscape characteristics and 
preserve scenic qualities in the Escalante Canyon ACEC, 
the Adobe Badlands ONA/ACEC, the Needle Rock ONA/ 
ACEC, and portions of the Gunnison Gorge SRMA. Visual 
resource protection needs would increase in all recreation 
areas as viewer volume and sensitivity would increase and 
viewing distance would decrease. 

Impacts from Off-Road Vehicle ,Management. 
Managing 80 percent of the planning area as open to ORV 
use for all or portions of the year would degrade landscape 
characteristics in these areas. This impact would be most 
pronounced on 24,552 acres managed for ORV recreation. 
Changing VRM classifications from Class II to Class IV 
in large portions of the ORV recreation lands would increase 
the allowable visual contrast of surface disturbing activities 
on these lands from low to high. 

Impacts from Wilderness Management. Designating the 
Gun&son Gorge WSA as wilderness would preserve the 
natural scenic values of the area. 

impacts from Disposal of Public Lands. Disposal of 
a 40-acre tract adjacent to Colorado Highway 62 and within 
one mile of the community of R.idgway could result in the 
loss of a scenic overlook site in a ‘!RM dass II area. 

CUMULA~V~ +PACTS ON USUAL RESOURCES 
.’ 

Designating 12 percent of ihe planning area (55,285 acres) 
‘aS VRM..‘Class I or Class II would protect highly scenic 
.visual re&urces.‘These, lands include all the. areas that are 
most used,, by recreationists seeking natural .settings. 
Designating the remainder of the area as VRM Class III 
or Class IV would maintain the overall visual characteristics 
of the planning area but would allow for visually-contrasting 

: projects or disturbances in-localized viewsheds. 

IMPACTS ON WILDERNESS 

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

Impacts from Wilderness Management. Designating the 
Gunnison Gorge. WSA as wilderness would permanently 
.protect the high quality wilderness values of this area, which 
,include a pristine environment and outstanding opportunities 
for primitive and unconfined recreation. The high .quality 
nature of these values is evidenced by the BLM recreation 
lands designation in 1972, the determination, that the area 
is suitable for wild and scenic river designation, and the 
Colorado DOW’s Gold Medal Trout Fishery designation. 
The WSA is contiguous to the nationally acclaimed Black 
Canyon of the Gunnison Wilderness Area, which is 
administered by the .National Park Service (PJPS). 
Designating.the Gunnison Gorge as wilderness would expand 
that wilderness area. It would also permanently protect the 

Black Canyon/Gunnison Gorge system as one geologic, 
ecologic, and physiographic unit. 

Not designating the Camel Back WSA and Adobe 
Badlands WSA as wilderness would prevent the permanent 
protection of these areas’ existing wilderness values, which 
include pristine environments and outstanding opportunities 
for primitive and unconfined recreation. The ORV closure 
on the Camel Back area (10,402 acres) and the ORV closure 
and restrictions on surface-disturbing activities on 6,783 acres 
of the Adobe Badlands ONA/ACEC would partially protect 
wilderness values on these lands as long as this type of 
management remains in effect. Surface-disturbing activities 
would be anticipated to impair wilderness values within 
both WSAs over time. 

UMPACTS ON MAJOR UTILITY DEVELOPMENT 

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

Impacts from Major UtiliUy Management. Determining 
which public lands within the planning area are available 
for development of major utilities provides utihty companies 
with information necessary to plan and design projects. Table 
13 lists the acres of public land identified as needed and 
not needed for major utility development under each 
management classification. 

The.following impacts pertain only to those publiclands 
that are identified in the 1980 and 1985 Western Regional 
Utility Corridor Study(s) as being needed for’ future 
development of major utility facilities. Closures or restrictions 
on lands not identified as being needed for utility facilities 
would be assumed to have a negligible impact on local 
and regional major utility .development. 

Hmp&ts from Co& Management. Managing 3,5 11 acres 
of the Paonia/Somerset coal planning area as closed tomajor 
utility development would restrict future development of 
these facilities to a one-half mile wide corridor adjacent 
to Colorado Highway 133. This management would result 
in a low adverse impact to future major utility development 
as this corridor is anticipated to accommodate future major 
utility needs in this area. Route options available to utility 
developers would be reduced. 

Future major utility development would be precluded 
on public lands in the Terror Creek drainage. Utility 
development linking the Montrose and Rifle areas would 
be restricted as Terror Creek is one of two important utility 
corridors connecting these areas. These lands are presently 
utilized for a 235 kv electrical transmission line. Utility 
companies could not utilize this route nor realize the cost/ 
benefits of grouping new and existing facilities; they would 
be required to utilize lands adjacent to Colorado Highway 
133 or private lands adjacent to the Terror Creek drainage. 
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Table 13 

MANAGEMENT OF PUBLIC LANDS FOR MAJOR UTILITY DEVELOPMENT: 

PROPOSED PLAN 

ACRES OF PUBLIC LAND 
MANAGEMENT 
CLASSIFICATION Identified as needed Identified as not 
FOR DEVELOPMENT OF for major utility needed for major 
MAJOR UTILITIES development utility development 

Open 98,612 202,394 
Sensitive 934 5,762 
Seasonally closed 22,739 70,598 
close4l 3,Sl I 78,527 

TOTALS 125,796 357,28 I 

Source: 1980 and 1985 Western Regional Utility Corridor Study(s). 

TOTALS 

30 I ,006 
6,696 

93,337 
82,038 

483,077 

. 

Both of these options would probably be less desirable and 
cost-effective than utilizing existing routes. 

Impacts from Soils and Water Resources Management. 
Construction and major maintenance of new utility facilities 
would not be permitted on 11,062 acres from March 1 
through May 31 if necessary to protect wet soils. Utility 
companies would experience operating inconvenience on 
these areas from April 15 through May 31, based on a 
typical construction/maintenance season of Ap:iil 15 to 
October 15. 

Imp&s from Ripahn/Aquatic Systems Management. 
Major utility development would not be effected on 557 
acres as vegetation rehabilitation would mitigate surface 
disturbances over the long-term. 

Impacts from Threatened and Endangered Species 
Management. Management of two tracts of land totalling 
,377 acres (Management Unit 13) as closed to buried major 
utility facilities and limited to no surface disturbance from 
above-ground facilities to protected threatened and 
endangered plants and their habitat would have a low impact 
on utility development. These tracts could easily be avoided 
during planning and placement of utility facilities. 

Impacts from Wildlife Habitat Management. No 
construction and major maintenance of new utility facilities 
would be permitted on 11,677 acres of crucial deer and 
elk winter range from December 1 through April 30. Utility 
companies would experience operating inconvience in these 
areas from April 15 to May 1, based on a typical 
construction/maintenance season of April 15 to October 
15. 

CUMULA TIVE IMPACTS ON MAJOR UTILITY 
DEVELOPMENT 

Management under the proposed plan would result in 
a low adverse impact to major utility development. Seasonal 
restrictions on construction and major maintenance on 18 
percent of the public lands identified as needed for future 
utility development would result in operating inconvenience 
and potential cost increases for utility companies. Restrictions 
would be most significant in the salinity control areas (11,062 
acres) where one-quarter of the typical construction season 
would be under this seasonal operating restriction. 

Excluding major utility development within the Terror 
Creek drainage would restrict utility development linking 
the Montrose and Rifle areas to alternate and possibly less 
desirable and cost-effective routes. 

IMPACTS ON ACCESS 

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

Impacts from Acquisition of Access. Acquiring access 
into 16 areas would improve administration and allow for 
public utilization of these public lands. 

IMPACTS ON ECONOMIC RESOURCES 

IMPACTS FROM PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

Impacts from Coal Management. Present and future 
demands for coal in Delta and Gunnison counties, with 
market values ranging from $3 1 million to $103 million 
annually (1984 values), would be ‘met over the life of this 

187 



PROPOSED PLAN IMPACTS 

plan. Meeting coal demands would have a corresponding 
positive impact on generation of local incomes and royalties 
paid to federal and state governments. Coal production costs 
would be anticipated to increase slightly within the riparian, 
aquatic, and crucial winter range areas where requirements 
for additional mitigation or seasonal restrictions would be 
applied. 

Impacts from Locatable Minerals Management. 
Economic benetits associated with the unknown mineral 
potential on 32,750 acres of withdrawn’ lands would not 
be achieved. 

Impacts from Soils and Water Resources Management. 
Completing and maintaining the Elephant Skin Wash salinity 
control project would contribute to lower water treatment 
costs downstream. During the life of the plan, the projected 
reduction in salinity of 1,434 to 2,209 tons would serve 
to lower salinity costs in the Colorado River Basin by 
$83,172 to $128,122. Any additional projects would have 
similar economic benefits. The local economy would benefit 
from slightly increased soil productivity and reduced costs 
for less frequent removal of reservoir sedimentation. 

Impacts from Livestock Grazing Management. Current 
trends and conditions associated with management of 32,607 
AUMs, valued at $247,813 (1985 values), would continue. 
These AUMs represent a decrease of 5,677 @MS, valued 
at $43,145, from the existing situation. Any loss of AUMs 
could result in financial losses for the affected ranching 
operations. 

:. 

Imp&s f&n Forest Management. The sale of forest 
and woodland products would produce about $19,267 in 
federal revenues annually. These revenues would be nearly 
the same as the average annual revenues since 1981. Local 
employment and income would be supported to the extent 
that timber and woodland harvesting would be by local 
commercial cutters and sold locally. The sale of 1,2 13 cords 
of fuelwood annually would offset local residential heating 
COStS. 

Impacts from Disposal of Public Lands. The disposal 
of the 143 tracts of public land (totalling 11,026 acres) 
within the planning area which are identified as suitable 
for disposal could result in revenues ranging from $3 million 
to $6 million, based on estimated average sales prices of 
$300 to $600 per acre. Disposal would occur over a period 
of several years, with receipts going primarily to the Federal 
treasury. These receipts would represent less than one-tenth 
of one percent of estimated Federal revenues and are not, 
therefore, significant. 

CUMULA TM IMPACTS ON ECONOMIC RESOURCES 

The cumulative impact on the local economy is likely 
to be beneficial but not large. The loss of AUMs could 
result in financial losses for ranching operations. Develop- 
ment of coal, water, forest, and recreation resources could 
offset any negative economic impacts from losses of AUMs. 

. : 
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PREPARATION AND DISTRIBUTION 

LIST OF PREPARERS 

Bureau of Land Management staff and resource specialists 
who provided resource data, coordinated input and revisions, 
and responded to public comments during the development 
and preparation of the Proposed Resource Management Plan 
and Final Environmental Impact Statement are listed- as 
follows: 

ALLAN J. BELT 
Area Manager, Uncompahgre, Basin Resource Area 

ROBERT E. VECCHIA 
Team Leader, Uncompahgre Basin RMP Team 

SCOTT F. ARCHER 
Air Quality and Climate 

DAVID J. AXELSON 
Economics 

JOHN A. DAVIS 
Lands and Realty 

JAMES R. FERGUSON 
Wildlife and Threatened and Endangered Species 

LARRY FRAZIER 
Forestry 

RON D. HUNTLEY 
Vegetation and Livestock Grazing 

JOE KUKA 
Water Power 

CHERYL D. LAUDENBACH 
Word Processing 

LYNN D. LEWIS 
Geology and Minerals 

DENNIS M. MURPHY 
Soils and Water Resources 

JON WESLEY SERING 
Recreation, Wilderness, and Visual Resources 

YVONNE KUTA SMITH 
Writer/Editor, Uncompahgre Basin RMP Team 

ROBERT P. VLAHOS 
Technical Coordinator, Uncompahgre Basin RMP Team 

W. MAX WITKIND 
Cultural Resources 

DISTRIBUTION OF THE PROPOSED 
RMP AND FINAL EIS 

This Proposed Resource Management Plan and Final 
Environmental Impact Statement will be distributed to 
approximately 900 addresses, including all addresses to 
which the Draft RMP/EIS was sent (see the Review of 
the Draf RMPIEIS section of this document). The original 
distribution list for the Draft RMP/EIS has been expanded 
to include those individuals, organizations, and agencies who 
testified at the public hearings, submitted written comments, 
or requested copies of the draft. 
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APPENDIX A 

STIPULATIONS FOR OIL AND GAS LEASES 

The following stipulations would be added to future oil 
and gas leases on both federal surface and split-estate lands 
where assigned for each management unit (see beginning 
page 146). The actual wordiug of these stipulations may 
be adjusted at the time of leasing to reflect future legislation, 
court decisions or policy changes; however, the protection 
standards contained in these stipulations would be 
maintained. Any change to the protection content of the 
stipulation would require an amendment to the RMP/EIS. 

Highly Erodible and/or Saline Soil Areas 

Stipulation: To protect watersheds from salinity 
infusions and to protect highly erodible soil areas where 
low soil productivity would prolong or disallow revegetation, 
all development activities (exploration, drilling, etc.) will 
be allowed only from June 1 through February 28. 
Exceptions to this limitation may be authorized in writing 
by the BLM’s Authorized Officer. The affected portions of 
this lease are (legal description). 

Reasons fok Exceptions: This stipulation may be 
waived, excepted, or modified by the Authorized Officer 
if the lessee can demonstrate that operations can be 
conducted without causing unacceptable impacts on 
salinity and highly erodible soil areas. The stipulation 
would not be waived, excepted, or modified if it is 
determined that the activity would cause accelerated 
erosion that would result in excessive amounts of salinity 
being contributed to the Colorado River. Variances could 
be allowed if soils are not saturated during the typical 
high soil moisture period when these soils are most 
susceptible to damage (March 1 through May 31), or 
if impacts could be mitigated, or if site-specific conditions 
do not warrant the stipulation (small amount of 
disturbance, short duration of operations, etc.). 

Resource information for split-estate lands has not been 
verified by the BLM. Verification will occur during review 
of Applications for Permit to Drill (APDs). On-site 
inspection and consultation with the surface owner and 
operator may reveal that (1) the i-mpacts addressed by 
the stipulation will be avoided or mitigated to an 
acceptable level, or (2) the resources of concern are not 
present. Upon either of these determinations by the 
Authorized Officer, the stipulations can be waived, 
modified, or excepted without public notice other than 
that provided for the APD. If, after on-site inspection 
and consultation with the private surface landowner, it 

is determined by the Authorized 3ffker that conditions 
necessary to avoid impacts to private resources would 
adversely impact the public resources addressed by these 
stipulations, the impacts will be assessed. If, based upon 
such assessment, the Authorized Off&r makes a decision 
to substantially change or waive one or more stipulations, 
a 30-day public review period wili be provided in addition 
to the public notice period for receipt of the APD. 

Threatened, Endangered, Candidate, and Sensitive 
Plant Areas 

Stipulation; To protect the threatened, endangered, 
candidate, and sensitive plants and their potential habitat 
within the Escalante Canyon Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern and the Fairview Research Natural Area, an area 
of critical environmental concern, no surface occupancy 
would be permitted in these areas. Exceptions to this 
restriction may be authorized in writing by the BLM’s 
Authorized Officer. The affected portions of this lease are 
(legal description). 

Reasons for Exceptions: This stipulation may be 
waived, excepted, or modified by the Authorized Officer 
if the lessee can demonst:ate that operations can be 
conducted without causing unacceptable impacts on 
threatened, endangered, candidate, and sensitive plants 
and their potential habitats within these areas. 

Bald Eagle .Winter Concentration Areas 

Stipulation: To protect bald eagles from activities that 
would cause abandonment of winter concentration areas, 
all development activities (exploration, drilling, etc.) will 
only be allowed in these areas from May 1 through 
November 30. Exceptions to this limitation may be 
authorized in writing by the BLM’s Authorized Officer. The 
affected portions of this lease are (legal description). 

Reasons for Exceptions: This stipulation may be 
waived, excepted, or modified by the Authorized Officer 
if the lessee can demonstrate that operations can be 
conducted without causing unacceptable impacts on 
wintering bald eagles. 

Resource information for split-estate lands has not been 
verified by the BLM. Verification will occur during review 
of Applications for Permit to Drill (APDs). On-site 
inspection and consultation with the surface owner and 
operator may reveal that (1) the impacts addressed by 
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the stipulation will be avoided or mitigated to an 
acceptable level, or (2) the resources of concern are not 
present. Upon either of these determinations by the 
Authorized Of&r, the stipulations can be waived, 
modified: or excepted without public notice other than 
that provided for the APD. If, after on-site inspection 
and consultation with the private surface landowner, it 
is determined by the Authorized Officer that conditions 
necessary to avoid impacts to private resources would 
adversely impact the public resources addressed by these 
stipulations, the impacts will be assessed. If, based upon 
such assessment, the Authorized Officer makes a decision 
to substantially change or waive one or more stipulations, 
a 30-day public review period will be provided in addition 
to the public notice period for receipt of the APD. 

Cruciai Deer and Elk Winter Ranges 

Stipulation: To protect crucial deer and elk winter 
ranges from activities that would cause these species to 
abandon areas of crucial winter forage and cover for less 
suitable ranges, ai!. development activities (exploration, 
drilling, etc.) will only be allowed from May 1 through 
November 30. Exceptions to this limitation may be 
authorized in writing by the BLM’s Authorized Officer. The 
affected portions of this lease are (legal description). 

Reasans for Excep!icn.s: This stipulation may be 
,. waived, excepted,.or modified by the Authorized Officer 

if the lessee can demonstrate that operations can be 
conducted without causing unacceptable impacts on deer 
and elk utilization of crucial winter ranges. Variances could 
be allowed if these crucial ranges are not being utilized 
due to mild winter conditions or temporary changes in 
winter range utilization, or if impacts could be mitigated, 
or if site-specific conditions do not warrant the stipulation 
(small amount of disturbance, short duration of operations, 
etc.). 

Resource information for solit-estate lands has not been 
verified by the BLM. Verificaiion will occtuduring review 
of App!ications for Permit to Drill (APDs). On-site 
inspection and consultation with the surface owner and 
operator may reveal that (1) the impacts addressed by 
the stipulation will be avoided or mitigated to an 
acceptable level, or (2). the resources of concern are not 
present. Upon either of these determinations by the 
Authorized Officer, the stipulations can be waived, 
modified, or excepted without public notice other than 
that provided for the APD. If, after on-site inspection 
and consultation with the private surface landowner, it 
is delermiued by the Authorized Officer that conditions 
necessary to avoid impacts to private resources would 
adversely impact the public rescurces addressed by these 
stipulations, the impacts will be assessed. If, based upon 
such assessment, the Authorized Officer makes a decision 

to substantially change or waive one or more stipulations, 
a 30-day public review period will be provided in addition 
to the public notice period for receipt of the APD. 

Elk Calving Areas 

Stipulation: To protect elk calving areas from activities 
that would force elk to abandon these areas during critical 
calving periods, all development activities (exploration, 
drilling, etc.) will only be allowed from July 16 through 
April 14. Exceptions to this limitation may be authorized 
in writing by the BLM’s Authorized Offtcer. The affected 
portions of this lease are (legal description). 

Reasons for Exceptions: This stipulation may be 
waived, excepted, or modified by the Authorized Offtcer 
if the lessee can demonstrate that operations can be 
conducted without causing unacceptable impacts on 
calving elk. 

Resource information for split-estate lands has not been 
verified by the BLM. Verification will occur during review 
of Applications for Permit to Drill (APDs). On-site 
inspection and consultation with the surface owner and 
operator may reveal that (1) the impacts addressed by 
the stipulation will be avoided or mitigated to an 
acceptable level, or (2) the resources of concern are not 
present. Upon either of these determinations by the 
Authorizd Officer, the stipulations can be waived, 
modified, or excepted without public notice other than 
that provided for the APD. If, after on-site inspection 
and consultation with the private surface landowner, it 
is determined by the Authorized Officer that conditions 
necessary to avoid impacts to private resources would 
adversely impact the public resources addressed by these 
stipulations, the impacts will be assessed. If, based upon 
such assessment, the Authorized Officer makes a decision 
to substantially change or waive one or more stipulations, 
a 30&y public review period will be provided in addition 
to the public notice period for receipt of the APD. 

Waterfowl Habitat 

Stipulation: To protect waterfowl from activities that 
would alter breeding behavior, increase the incidence of 
nest abandonment, and decrease breeding success, all 
development activities (exploration, drilling etc.) will only 
be allowed in waterfowl habitats from July 1 through March 
14. Exceptions to this limitation may be authorized in writing 
by the BLM’s Authorized Officer. The affected portions of 
this lease are (legal description). 

Reasons for Exceptions: This stipulation may be 
waived, excepted, or modified by the Authorized Officer 
if the lessee can demonstrate that operations can be 
conducted without causing unacceptable impacts on 
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breeding and nesting waterfowl. Variances could be 
al!owed if thee breeding habitats are not being utilized, 
or if impacts could be mitigated, or if site-specil’ic 
conditions do not warrant the stipulation (few individuals 
affected, short duration of operatious, etc.). 

Resource information for spli;-estate lands has not been 
verified by the BLM. Verification wi!l occur during review 
of Applications for Permit to Drill (APDs). On-site 
inspection and consultation with the surface owner and 
operator may reveal that (1) the impacts addressed by 
the stipulation will be avoided or mitigated to an 
acceptable !evel, or (2) the resources of concern are not 
present. Upon either of these determinations by the 
Authorized Officer, t!re stipulations can be waived, 
modified, or excepted without public notice other than 
that provided for the APD. If, after on-site inspection 
and consultation with the private surface landowner, it 
is determined by the Authocized Officei that conditions 
necessary to avoid impacts to private resources would 
adversely impsci the public resources addressed by these 
stipulations, the impacts will be assessed. If, based upon 
such assessment, the Authorized Officer makes a decision 
to substantially change or waive one or more stipulations, 
a 30&y public review period will be provided in addition 
to the public notice period for receipt of the APD. 

Outstanding Natural Areas 

Stipulation: To protect the scenic, natural, and scientific 
values of the Adobe Badlands Outstanding Natural Area, 
an area of critical environmental concern, and the Needle 
Rock Outstanding Natural Area, an area of critical concern, 
no surface occupancy would be permitted within these areas. 
Exceptions to this restriction may be authorized in writing 
by the BLM’s Authorized Officer. The affected portions of 
this lease are (legal description). 

Remans for Exceptions: This stipulation may be 
waived, excepted, or modified by the Authorized Of&r 
if the lessee can demonstrate that operations can be 
conducted without causing unacceptable impacts on the 
scenic, natural, and scientific values of these areas. 

Wilderness Study Areas 

Stipulation: Wilderness Protection Stipulation Form 
CSO 3000-l (July 1980) is attached per Washington Office 
Instruction Memo No. 80-509 (5/12/80). This memo 
implements the Interim Management Policy and Guidelines 
for Land Under Wilderness Review (12/12/79 and 
amendments). 

Reasons for Exceptions: This stipulation would be 
attached to all leases involving lands within WSAs, and 
would app!y until these lands are released from WSA 
status. 
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ACRONYMS 

ACEC: Area of Critical Environmental Concern 
AMP: Allotment Management Plan 
APD: Application for Permit to Drill 
AUM: Animal Unit Month 
BLM: Bureau of Land Management 
BOR: Bureau of Reclamation 
CFR: Code of Federal Regulations 
DOW: Colorado Division of Wildlife 
EA: Environmental Assessment 
EIS: Environmental Impact Statement 
EO: Executive Order 
EPA: Environmental Protection Agency 
FERC: Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
FLPMA: Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
FMP: Forest Management Plan 
HMP: Habitat Management Plan 
KG!3 Known Geologic Structure 
kv: kilovolt 
MBF: Thousand Board Feet 
MSA: Management Situation Analysis 
NPS: National Park Service 
ONA: Outstanding Natural Area 

ORV: Off-Road Vehicle 
PLO: Public Land Order 
PSD: Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
RAMP: Recreation Area Management Plan 
R&PP: Recreation and Public Purposes Act 
RMP: Resource Management Plan 
RNA: Research Natural Area 
ROD: Record of Decision 
RPS: Rangeland Program Summary 
RS: Revised Statutes 
SRMA: Special Recreation Management Area 
T&E: Threatened and Endangered 
TPCC: Timber Production Capabilities Classification 
UBRA: Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area 
USDI: U.S.Department of the Interior 
USFS: U.S. Forest Service 
USFWS: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
USGS: U.S. Geological Survey 
VRM: Visual Resource Management 
WSA: Wilderness Study Area 
WTS: Wilderness Technical Supplement 
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